KR E M A RK 8 


ON A LATE PUBLICATIQN, 
INTITLED, 


« A SCRIPTURAL CONFUT \TION 
« OF THE ARGUMENTS 


© AGAINST THE ONE GODHEAD 
„0 F THE 
«FATHER, SON, any HOLY GHOST? 


CePRODUCED BY 
&© THE REVEREND Ma. LIN DSE, 


In mis Lars A POL o® yr. 
« By AALAY MAN.“ 
Is ax ADDRESS. To Fonz AU THOR. 


— —— —ę 
BY A MEMBER OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST, 


« THERE IS BUT ONE GOD Tix FaTHER. 
« ST. PAUL. 1 Co. viii, 6.” 


THE SECOND EDITION, | 
Wirtz LAAGE ADDENDA, any A N 
To THE Al" 
Rev. Ma. JOSEPH FISHER or DRA. 


— 


Y OR E: 
PRINTED BY C. ETHERING TS 8, 
FOR „ 
Joun BTI, No. 132, 1 THE s rag . 
 MDCC LXXV, - ; "3 0 : L 
[Paics THREE SHILLINGS.] | 


4 — — — 


* 


992 Þ. 4 E. WO 


ADVERTISEMENT: '# 
I Dion 


N 74 | 4 


— „ ” 


in the ' preſs, when the Kemarker 
firſt ſaw the ſecond edition of the Scrittu- 
ral Confutation advertiſed; it was therefore 
out of his power to take any notice of 
that, as otherwiſe he certainly would, if 
any material alterations have been made, 
All he can now do, is to inform the pub- 


lic that theſe: Remarks relate ſolely to the 


firſt edition. Fe. 25 | \TI0 * 


F.» 

If Mr. Burgh has corrected Kür ck 1 
numberleſs ſophiſms, and altbnithing 
perverſions of Scripture, it will give” "the 
greater pleaſure to his * opporiett, The 
more numerous ſuch cori ions 22 3 4 and 
indeed Mr. Burgh himſeff wilt, in "Vis 


fame proportion, become a more 'ref mY | 


v4 : 111 192 


able adverſary. 


As his book made its firſt a Ap Perrunde, 
it was a moſt crude performance; though 
A 2 men 
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ADVERTISEMENT. 


men, whoſe prejudices co-incide with his 
own, have cried it up exceedingly. One 
woyld ſuppaſe, however, that pane but 
ſuch, could poſſibly find any thing to 
commend in a writer, whoſe whole rea- 
foning is moſt illogical, and who, to ſerve 
his Hypotheſis, has availed himſelf, 
through his whole book, of ambiguous 
and erroneous tranſlations of the Scrip- 
tures, even where the ſmalleſt attention 
to the original muſt have given a verp 
different view. | | 


Many inſtances of both kinds will be 
found pointed out in the following re- 
marks, and many more were left unno- 
ticed, for a reaſon given in its proper 
place. Of theſe latter the reader is intreat- 
ed to pardon the mention of one, ſo ex- 
traordinary, that one would hope cooler 
conſideration Has excluded it from the 
new edition. It will be found at page 134 
of his book, where he quotes St. Payl's 
charge to Timothy. | 


I give 
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* I give thee charge in the ſight of God, 
* who quickeneth all things, and before 
„ Jeſus Chriſt, who. before Pontius Pilate 
*« witnefled a good confeſſion, that thou 
« keep this commandment without ſpot, 
** unrebukeable, until the appcaring of 
0 opr Lord Jeſus Chriſt: which in his 
times he ſhall ſhew, who is the blefled 
« and only Potentate, the King of Kings, 
** and Lord of Lords; who only hath im- 
* mortality, dwelling in the light, which 
no man can approach unto, hom no 
* man hath ſcen nor can ſee, 1 Tim. vi. 


Fe 13. 14, 15. 


Ie 1 was barely poſlible 2 2 mere En- 
gliſh reader to refer the perſonal pronoun 
be to the preceding words Chriſt Jeſus; 
and then the relative whe, which follows, 
would point him out as the blefled and only 
Potentate, who on/y hath: immortality and 
dwelleth in the light which no man can 
approach unto; and then: © the. glory of 
God unapproachable by man is aſcribed 
to Jeſus Chriſt, and his (Supreme) God- 


head is incontrovertibly eſtabliſhed. 
This 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


This was an advantage, which a diſpu- 
tant in diſtreſs was not to deſpiſe, and ac- 
cordingly our Confuter ſnapped at it with 
the blind eagerneſs of an hungry fiſh, 
and has hooked himſelf ſo effectually, 
that all the tricks of ſophiſtry, and all 
the powers of — m_ _ — 
him. 
111 10 ie | 
nfo end to be right in his 
interpretktion. Then he, who is the only 
Potentare, and who only hath immortality, 
is Jefus Chriſt perſonally diſtinguiſhed 
from -the Father, and from the Holy 
Ghoſt: For if Jeſus Chriſt is not a per- 
ſonal name, it Is impoſſible to conceive 
it to have any uſe at all. What then? 
Why, then neither the Father, nor the 
Holy Ghoſt, can perſonally be a Poten- 
tate, nor perſonally poſſeſs im mortality, 
in ſo eminem à degree at leaſt, as Jeſus 
Chriſt, who is perſonally the nh Poten- 
tate, and alone perſonally poſſeſſes immor- 
tality. This conſequence cannot be avoid- 
ed, except the Confuter will directly own 
1 a Sabellian, an Heretic of ſo ab- 

ſurd 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


ſurd tenets, that the learned Dr. Tucker 
ſeems to think it impoſlible for any ſuch 

to exiſt in this enlightened age; and this 
again is not reconcileable with what he 
ſays about mn . and An- 
_— 14225004 

He who quotes Greek ought t to have 
known, that there is no ambiguity in 
the original, but that two different per- 
ſons are marked in the ſtrongeſt manner, 
ſo ſtrongly, that the attributes of the one 
cannot be the attributes of the other. In 
that there is no be, no wa, which ted 
our willing captive into ſo fatal a diffi- 
culty. Keep, ſays St. Paul, this command 
ment unrebuleablè until the appearing of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt : which in hit 'own'timts- the 
bleſſed and oN LY Potentate ſhall ſhew, (bring 
to paſs) the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, 
He, who onLyY hath immortality. Here, and 
not before, he and who have any thing 
to do, The only Potentate, He, who only 
hath immortality, is to bring to paſs the 
manifeſtation of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
This is an unaccountable manner of ex- 
preſſion. 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


preſſion, if Jeſus Chriſt is to bring about 
his own manifeſtation; and if he is not, 
the word only, twice repeated, excludes 
him, and all other beings in the univerſe, 
from thoſe great privileges thus appro- 
priated to the one ſuper-eminent Perſon- 
age. 


To what can it be imputed, that this 
writer ſo ſtrangely abuſes his own and 
his reader's underſtanding? O Bigotry, 
great are thy powers! Thou haſt prompt- 
ed him to ſay, that ** the God of truth is 
** a dupe to his own artifices,” if revela- 
tion teach not, what the Confuter thinks 
it ought; and we may ſay, it is hoped 
without impiety, that himſelf is the dupe 
of his own Enthuſiaſm. ra 


1 


© PREFACE, 
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Author of the Scriptural Confutation calls 
himſelf 2 « Young Man.“ * This is, per- 
haps, the beſt excuſe that can be made for that 
ſtrange rhapſody which he has thrown together 
under the denomination of a Book; and 'I can 
readily believe this teſtimony of himſelf; For his 
work bears all the marks of an underſtanding yet . 
very imperfectly matured. It may therefore be 
the fault of his age, more than of the man, that 
he engaged ſo forwardly in an undertaking, for 
which he is altogether unfit. Young men have 
not always that modeſty, which of all qualities 
a moſt becomes them, and the want of which ſome- 
times throws them into the moſt aukward and 
diſtrefling ſituations; and fo it has happened in 
this particular caſe, 


hs Page 223, 
_ 7 


ii rer. 


Our young man has undertaken to give a Scrip- 
tural demonſtration of a Trinity of equal Perſons 
in the Godhead, that three Perſons equally and in- 
dividually God, are all three but one and the ſame 
God; yet does he at the ſame time grant that no 
ſuch propoſition is contained in the whole Bible *, 
that at moſt it is but hinted at, even where the 
greateſt light is afforded, and referred to as a mat- 
ter already known. But who knows not that 
hints are liable to be miſtaken, and that we who 
live in an age ſo diſtant from that of the Apoſtles, 
can by no means know what they taught, but from 
what they have left us written? The taking it for 
granted, therefore, that the firſt Preachers of the 
Goſpel taught the © Divinity of our bleſſed Lord,” 
that is, his Supreme Godhead, to their reſpective 


converts, is taking for granted the very _ that. 
ought to be proved. 


Let us however ſce what he ſays. This propoſi - 
tion is not in the Books of the Old Teſtament, be» 
cauſe the prophecies relating to Jeſus Chriſt are 
there but obſcurely expreſſed: It is not in the four 
Goſpels, becauſe they contain only the hiſtory of 
what Jeſus did, while he was reſident upon earth, 
and this was a doctrine improper for that time, 


* Page 43 compared with 187, &c. See the whole ſecond 
chapter, 


and 
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and not to be revealed till after his aſcent into 
heaven: It is not to be found in the Acts of the 
Apoſtles; for he gives up that Book except one 
text, which I have proved to be utterly imperti- 
nent to his purpoſe as it ſands, and ſtill more, in 
all probability a corrupted reading. There remains, 
therefore, only the Apoſtolical Epiſtles, and the 
Revelation of St. John. The Epiſtles contain no 
ſuch propoſition, he ſays, becauſe they were writ- 
ten to churches and perſons already inſtructed in 
the great myſtery of a Trinity, and it was unne- 
ceſſary to teach them over again what they well 
knew; it was ſufficient to refer to it in general 
terms. From the Revelation he has not offered to 
produce a ſingle text, that directly teaches any 
ſuch myſtery, and therefore gives up that Book 
among the reſt. | 


This, I think, he will not deny to be, in few 
words, a fair repreſentation of what he has ſaid; 
and if it be, how will he be able to furniſh out fo 
ſtrict a demonſtration of that, which at beſt is, by 
his own conceſſion, but alluded to? Will it not be 
neceſſary to prove the reality of the alluſion, before 
it can be aſſumed as a foundation to ground a 
ſtrict mathematical concluſion upon? People may 
fancy references and alluſions, which never entered 
a writer's mind, and I know no one more likely 


to 
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to be deladed by fancy than a perſon of fo very 
impetuous zeal as appears in the performance in 
queſtion, 6 ; | 


Where ſuppoſition is ſo freely indulged, one 
may, on the other ſide, venture to ſuppoſe, that, 
if the doctrine he eſpouſes were ſo neceſſary, as he 
would have it underſtood to be, to the exiſtence of 
a true Church, the Jews, in whoſe Scriptures it is 
not explicitly contained, where, as himſelf allows, 
it was impoſſible for them to find it, could not have 
been true worſhippers of God, and conſequently 
theirs not altogether a true church; in which caſe 
it would ſeem that God had indulged them with a 
revelation, that, for their own particular, ſtood 
them in no great ſtead. 


This, however, is incredible; and it is ſtill more 
incredible that our Saviour himſelf ſhould commu- 
nicate, as we know he did, with a church that wor- 
ſhipped God erroneouſly, and never make one 
attempt to rectify the error: But it ſeems, it would 
have been utterly improper for him to impart to 
them any information of that ſort ; becauſe, if they 
had known him to be the Supreme God, they 
would not have put him to death, and ſo his ſatiſ- 
faction to the Father's juſtice, and the redemption 
of the world, would have been prevented. Is it 


then credible, or indeed is it poſſible, that they 
who 
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who would not believe him, when he aſſured them, 
by the moſt miraculous powers, that he was the 
meſſenger of God, would have believed him, if he 
had told them, what was infinitely more incredible, 
that he was the Supreme God himſelf? Such a 
declaration would have infured his cruciſi xion 
much more effectually: For if they conſidered jt as 
ſo capital blaſphemy to call himſelf che Son of God, 
certainly it muſt have appeared to be blaſphemy of 


the moſt aggravated kind, if he had ſaid that he 


was God himſelf; that God, whom they knew. 
from their own Scriptures to be abſolutely inviſible, 
Thus Jeſus Chriſt, according to this young man's 
theology, came into this world to teach true reli- 
gion, and went out of it, leaving mankind at an 
utter loſs with reſpec to the firſt and molt funda- 
mental principle of it, having, while he was in the 
world, countenanced error by his own example. 


Was this matter, therefore, ſet right by the 
Apoſtles and inſpired writers after him? Not ſo far 
as we know, except we take this gentleman's word, 
that they taught Athanaſianiſm verbally, where 


they planted the Goſpel, and thought it ſufſicient 


to hint at, or allyde to it in their writings, which 
were compoſed for the inſtruction of all ages to 
come. This he ſays, and reduces us thereby to 
an evil fituation indeed; for we have nothing to 
depend on but yncertaio tradition, for the great, 

the 
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the diſtinguiſhing doctrine of Chriſtianity, that aw- 
ful particular of the faith, which, £< whoſoever 
would be ſaved, muſt keep whole and unde- 
« filed.” If the Apoſtles were ſo negligent in this 
capital and characteriſtic principle of Goſpel-reli- 
gion, what aſſurance can we have that they were 
not equally negligent in other points of leſs mo- 
ment; and then how can we be certain that we 
have the religion taught by Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
in any degree of purity? May we not ſtill be in 
nearly as bad a ſtate, as before Chriſt's coming to 
eradicate error, and teach the true, the whole will 
of God? I can ſee no ſuccedaneum for the dili- 
gence and accuracy of the ſacred writers, but oral 
tradition; and at that opening Popery will enter 
with might and main, and lead us all in captivity 
to the Biſhop of Rome, and chain us for ever to 
his foot-ſtool. We ſhall in vain alledge our ſixth” 
article for the ſufficiency of Scripture to falvation, 
becauſe here is a direct confeſſion, that, from the 
want of care, and indifference of the writers, the 


Scriptures are excecdingly deficient, 


What a pity, that this thoughtleſs youth — 
not conſult ſome friend of maturer judgment; 
if he-did, that his ſeaſonable advice was a 
by his own ſelf-ſufficiency ? If he had no friend of 
this kind to confult, there are conſiderations, 


which even a giddy mind could hardly fail to ſag- 


geſt, 
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geſt, that ought to have deterred him from the 
attempt of confuting the Apology. The honour 
of the eſtabliſhment was in queſtion ; the founda- 
tions of the church, as a ſcriptural church, which 
reprobates every doctrine not taken immediately 
from the Bible, were ſtruck at; and, in the opi- 
nion of ſome people, a breach was made. Was it 
for a Stripling to ſtand forth a volunteer in the day 
of danger, and brandiſh his unaſſayed armour ? 
The Veterans of Orthodoxy were called for, and no 
doubt were bringing up their artillery ; but diſ- 
guſted by the alacrity of an interloper, or glad of 
a pretence to be excuſed from a ſervice, which 
they knew would” require their utmoſt exertion, 
they ſtopped ſhort, and left the Apologiſt to the 
triumph of one, who ſhouted victory before he had 
made the ſmalleſt impreſſion on the object of his 
attack. I 


Hence the conſcientious Seceder has the honour 
to be yet in ſafe poſſeſſion of his principles, and the 
church, from which he ſ/eceded, lies under, per 
haps, the unmerited diſgrace of being incapable of 
defence. Hence it happens, that his ſelf · delegated 
aſſailant, to whom unſubſtantial vapours floating 
in his brain are reaſons, „ ſtrong as proofs of 
* holy writ,” boaſts, that this nonſenſical propo+ 
ſition, © that Jeſus Chriſt is one with the Father, 
*« God,” has been demonſtrated by him, from 

b | holy 


een 
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holy Scripture, . as clearly as any propoſition in 
the mathematical elements of Euclid *.” With 
this boaſt in his mouth, he acknowledges, that in 
one part of Scripture it was impoſſible for thoſe, 
who were moſt concerned, to find it; that in ano- 
ther it was improper to be revealed ; that where 
the evidence is greateſt, the fact is only preſumed 
by himſelf, not affirmed by the writers. Of ſuch 
materials, he tells us, his mathematical demonſtra- 
tion is compoſed. Men of ordinary underſtanding, 
and cooler heads, will be at a loſs to know, how a 
ſort of certainty ſhould be in the concluſion, which 
is abſent from all the premiſes. But there are men 
of whom it is truly ſaid, quicquid volunt, credunt, 
and theſe men never meet with a difficulty in their 
ſpeculations, but they put it to flight with the 

greateſt facility. | | 


We are told, indeed, that this demonſtration is 
not deducible from any particular part of Scrip- 
ture, but reſults from the whole of it collectively. 
If in the later books of Scripture there had been 
but a ſingle text, expreſly affirming that © Jeſus 
« Chriſt is one with the Father, God,” that three 
equal perſons are one God, this might have been a 
kind of pole-ſtar to direct our inquiries, and it 
might reaſonably have been preſumed that all the 


* Page 192. 
reſt 
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reſt pointed to it; but this not being the caſe, no 
man has a right to aſſume for the ſenſe of the Holy 
Spirit, that which the Holy Spirit himſelf does not 
acknowledge. But notwithſtanding his own de- 
claration, that this mathematical demonſtration re- 
ſults only from “ the whole Bible,” and from 
* nothing leſs than the whole Bible, our extra- 
ordinary Logician, in direct contradiction to what 
he here ſays, has attempted to deduce the ſame con- 
cluſion from ſeveral ſcores of ſeparate - texts, in 
every part of Scripture, and inſiſted, -in language 
the moſt peremptory, that he has fo deduced. it. 
How he has ſucceeded in this . be ſeen 
in the following _— 


But before we turn to them, I muſt beg leave to 
introduce another curious conceit, which did not. 
fall within my plan to be ſo fully noticed elſe where. 
Though there was no abſolute neceſſity for uſing 
the terms © Trinity, and Trinity in Unity,“ to ex- 
preſs the myſtery of the Godhead, there was, it 
ſeems, a ſort of neceſſity of eonvenience, ©. to-ſerye 
te the purpoſe of more expeditiouſly conveying 
one's mind on the ſubject *. But why ſhould 
men be in more haſte to convey their ideas, than 
the Sacred Writers, who compoſed the books of 
Scripture, or the Holy Spirit, who ſuggeſted the 


* Page 9. 832 A 
b 2 matter? 
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matter? If their mind could be expeditiouſly: 
enough conveyed, without theſe barbarous and 
ſcholaſtic terms, is this either more or leſs than 
telling them, that too much of the important time 
of ſuch conſequential gentlemen as our Layman, 
would be taken up by followin ing them in their 
round. about track ? 


A modeſt man would have been extremely cau- 
tious of ſaying this, if it were but out of reverence. 
of the Holy Spirit, who did not think his time miſ- 
employed in delivering his meſſage as he received 
it from God; but there is another conſideration 
ſtill more urgent for this caution, and that is, that 
poſſibly the terms may not be exactly ſynonimous 
with the words of the Holy Spirit, that is, convey 
preciſely the meaning he intended, There. is, in- 
deed, great reaſon to ſuſpe& they do not; nay it 
may ſeem to be a certainty that they do not clearly 
convey it, if one may venture to conclude only 
from that ſtrife, contention, bloodſhed, and utter 

extirpation of brotherly love, which the introduc» 
tion of theſe terms, from their very firſt invention, 
occaſioned in the Chriſtian world; and which ſub- 
fiſt, on the very ſame account, in different counsy 
tries, in different degrees, to this day, 


No believer ever doubted, that, what the Scrip» 


tures expreſly affirm of the perſon and nature of 
God, 
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God, was true; but thouſands and ten thouſands 
of pious and ſerious believers have entered their 
proteſt againſt this artificial theology, and ſealed 
their teſtimony by their blood, which at leaſt af- 
forded an irrefragable proof of their ſincerity. 
Thus were Chriſtians divided into furious factions, 
and deſtroyed one another with * _y of 


Barbarians. 


This could hardly have happened (for I inſiſt 
not here on the abſolute falſity of the Layman's 
propoſition) if the mind and will of God had been 
ſo evident on his fide of the queſtion, as it ought 
to have been to juſtify the introduction of a new 
expreſſion. of man's device. And, if the chance 
was ever ſo little, as indeed it was very great, that 
the new - invented terms might imply ſome devia- 
tion from the meaning of the Holy Spirit, in the 
ſame proportion was the danger, that he, who 2 
ſhould enforce the acceptance of them by human | 
penalties, would become a preacher of another Go- | 
el, and ſubject himſelf to the curſe denounced by | 
the great Apoſtle of the Gentiles. He therefore, 
who will venture on ſuch an expedient for propa- 
gating his own interpretations, ought to feel the 
ſtrongeſt conviction of mind, that he cannot be 
miſtaken. N | 
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nor mine to your's. On the contrary every man is 
commanded to examine for himſelf, to obey God 


own, perhaps erroneous, perſuaſion, 
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God, who gave the faculties of one man, gave 
thoſe of another alſo; and has no where ſaid, that 
your underſtanding ſhould be in bondage to mine, 


rather than man, and is o fand or fall to his own 
maſter. And ſurely that is the will of God to me, 
which I find to be ſo, by the beſt exerciſe I can 
make of the underſtanding, which God has given 
me. It is neceflary to ſalvation that I be fully per- 
ſuaded in my own mind, and it will not excufe 
me, who am accounitable for the employment of 
my own talents, that I ſuffer another, who has no 
ſuch authority from God, to obtrude on me his 


What aſſurance, indeed, can any man have, that 
another has not examined the Holy Scriptures 
with as much impartiality and attention as him- 
ſelf? And ſhall he then turn downright Inquiſitor, 
and condemn his brother for not receiving his in- 
terpretation; which if he do receive, he muſt be 
condemned of God, who hath commanded him to 
ſearch the Scriptures for himſelf, and to be finally 
determined by what he ſhall find there written? 
Equal diligence and equal capacity being ſuppoſed, 
15 not one man as liable to miſtake as another? 
And in this caſe, will not the probability be in fa- 
vour of him, who has the feweſt and weakeſt 
| temptations 
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temptations to bias his judgment, and influence 
his concluſions 7 ? 


It will be hard perhaps to conceive any tempta- 
tions of this kind in thoſe, who determine on the 


unpopular ſide, and conſequently relinquiſh all 


hopes of temporal encouragements, or advantages. 
If there are men, who not only ſuſpect, but even 
think they ſee with certainty the falſity of certain 
metaphyſical propoſitions, it would appear, even 


without examining the weight of Scripture-evi- 


dence in the oppoſite ſcale, to have been wrong to 
eſtabliſh them, and thereby fix terms of commu- 
nion, which the Scriptures have not fixed. They 
who maintain ſuch propoſitions have a right to 
abound in their own ſenſe, and of this they will not 
be deprtved, if our eccleſiaſtical conſtitution ſhould 
be once more brought back to the true principles of 
Proteſtantiſm, and ſettled on the foundation of the 
Apoſtles and Prophets. 


But we are told, that it was as free, and as 
harmleſs to invent and to uſe the terms Trinity, 
and Trinity in Unity *, as for the converts at An- 
tioch to give themſelves the new name of Chriſti- 
ans. This appellation was intended to explain, 
and did explain, no doctrine of faith or practice; 
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can the ſame be ſaid of the terms Trinity, and 
Trinity in Unity?” If not, is not our Layman's 
illuſtration wholly impertinent? The Apoſtles cer- 
tainly either would not have given their ſanction 
to a new term of ſuch importance, introduced by 
pri vate Chriſtians, or it they had, ſuch ſanction 
would have proved its propriety. This is not the 
caſe with the terms in queſtion, and ſeeing the 
ſanction is wholly human, and the Church did well 
without them for near two hundred years, it may 
do as well without them at this day, except the 
Chriſtianity of modern times is not the Chriſtianity 
of antiquity. 


But it ſeems, if we exclude theſe myſterious 
terms, we ſhall want words to expreſs the great 
myſtery of the Faith, and there are men' to whom 
religion without myſtery would be a ſtrange phæ- 
nomenon. To me, however, it would be a 
ſtranger, if there ſhould be any myſtery in a re- 
ligion, which the God of all wiſdom ſent his Son 
to reveal, who likewiſe ſent the Holy Spirit to his 
immediate ſucceſſors, to lead them into all truth, 
from whom we have genuine records of all the 
doctrines of the one, and all the ſuggeſtions of the 
other. I could wiſh this warm Young Man to 
read a few pages of a late excellent publication, 
where he would find the meaning of the word 
Myſtery in the New Teſtament clearly explained. 
I would 
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I would name the book, but he has ſo ſtrong an 
antipathy to the title, that it might poſſibly ſet 
him in a blaze, -and I wiſh him to go cooly to the 
conſideration of the following Remarks. I will, 
however, venture to quote the Author's conclu- 
ſion, as it follows from the faircſt premiſes. ** From 
« all which it appears, that the word Myſtery in 
& the New Teſtament, means nothing more than 
« a ſecret; or a thing not underſtood. And in the 
« ſame manner, as the word ſecret is ſtill made 
« uſe of, after it is divulged; (as when we ſay the 
« ſecret is well known;) ſo the word Myſtery is 
“ uſed to ſignify the doctrines of the Goſpel, even 
tc after they had been publickly taught and ex- 
6 plained, and conſequently, if we muſt not 
& ſearch into Myſteries, we muſt not endeavour 
* to underſtand the Goſpel.” To theſe words I 
ſhall only add thoſe of the late amiable Foſter, 
as fully expreſſing my own ſentiments, 4 Where 


& Myſtery begins, Religion ends.“ 
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REMARKS, &eœ. 


S I R, 

HE extraordinary reputation which your 

book ſpeedily obtained with readers of a 
| particular complexion, raiſed in me a 
great curioſity to ſee what new light could be 
thrown on a ſubje& which had ſo long employed 
the pens of the ableſt orthodox Divines, and which 
after all, appeared to me to be left in a ſtate of the 
greateſt perplexity. The Layman, it was faid, bad 
removed all doubts, and given, from the Scrip- 
tures, a perfect demonſtration of the truth of 3 
Athanaſianiſm. I took up your work therefore 
with much prejudice in its favour ; and though I 
did not hope to find, what was ſo much boaſted 
of, demonſtration, yet I expected much ingenuity 
of argument and criticiſm. I expected to ſee texts 
judiciouſly ſelected and compared, the context can- 
didly examined, and fome plauſibility at leaſt in 
the concluſion. But, alas, how was I diſappointed, 
when I found the contrary of all this ; the Scrip- 


tures miſerably garbled, texts ſtrung together that 
. B have 
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have no relation to each other, principles taken for 
granted that ought to have been proved, and 


proofs founded ſolely on falſe tranſlations, and 
falſe grammar ! . 


I am willing to believe you to be ſerious, and 
you have certainly ſhewn your zeal: but probably 
the good woman *, who nurſed you, and gave 
you the firſt information on this ſubje&, had as 
much zeal as yourſelf, and ſome people may ſuſpect 
as much knowledge; at leaſt ſhe gave you as good 
a proof as any you have produced, after all your la- 
bour and parade, © that Jeſus Chriſt is with the 
Father, one God f.“ 


In order to clear the way for the ſort of proof 
you intended to bring, you have taken the trouble 
to write a chapter “ on the province of reaſon, 
with reſpec to its enquiry into Scripture truths.” 
Here, Sir, it muſt be acknowledged that you have 
ſhewa a prudent foreſight of that which was to fol- 
low : For, before that which proves nothing, can be 
admitted as a proof of ſomething, reaſon muſt be 
ſet aſide, and the human mind left deſtitute of all 
principles, of every faculty which ought to regu- 
late its judgment and concluſions. Perſuade men 
once that they have no means of diſtinguiſhing 
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truth from falſhood, that they are utterly helpleſs 
in ſo important a cafe, and they will thankfully 
take your nurſe's word if the inform them that 
fire is cold, ſnow hot, and graſs yellow. If how- 
ever I had been of your counſel, I would have ad- 
viſed you for the ſake of truth, to have ſpared 
that pains, and to have given your readers Mr. 
Locke's chapter on. much the ſame ſubject: It 
would have made an odd contraſt indeed with 
your following chapters, but you have not ſcrupled 
to diſtinguiſh your performance with as great in- 
conſiflencies; and, with regard to your readers, it 
might have made ſome of them underſtand, that 
they have a right to be treated as reaſonable crea- 
tures, and that abſurdity, even in matters of reli- 


gion, is not capable of proof. 


This chapter is laboured in ſo high a ſtrain of de- 
clamation, and you ſhed ſo thick and painful a va- 
pour behind you, as you proceed, that the reader, 
who follows you, is obliged often to ſtop and rub 
his eyes, and look about for a glimpſe of light. 
And with what diſcovery is all this toil rewarded ? 


He finds at laſt, that the purpoſe of all this rant- 


and ſmoke was to teach him, that, in matters re- 
lating to the nature of God, he can have no in- 


foi mation from his reaſon F, that it will here ſtand 
e | 


Page 23, or rather the whole chapter. 
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him in no kind of ſtead; that all propoſitions of 
this kind are, with reſpe& to man's underſtanding, 
in themſelves equally probable and true. 


This I take to be your meaning, when conceived 
in plain language; and if I do miſtake you, the 
blame, I think, is not wholly mine. If you are at 
all to be underſtood, you have delivered a doctrine 
which one would not have expected to hear from a 
profeſſor of Proteſtantiſm, in a Proteſtant country, 
and in this age of light and enquiry : It is indeed 
calculated ſolely for the meridian of Rome; with- 
out it Popery cannot ſtand a ſingle year; and if we 
admit it, we throw the gates of our Church wide 
open to receive Tranſubſtantiation, and all the con- 
comitant abominations of idolatrous worſhip, 


In fact, reaſon was the firſt vehicle of information 
from God to men ; it is as truly his gift, as any 
verbal or written revelation he ever afterwards 
vouchſafed to mankind. If he be a God of truth 
therefore, he cannot contradict himſelf, nor, by a 
ſubſequent diſcovery of his will, confound thoſe 
truths which were received from him by a-former 
communication. It may be true, and it certainly 
is true, that reaſon cannot comprehend the in- 
finite and incomprehenſible nature of God:“ But 
does it follow, that, becauſe it cannot do all, it can 


do nothing? So far as it has clear, diſtin, and 


adequate 


CPI 
adequate conceptions, ſo far its deciſions are ins 
fallible; and it makes no difference, whether its. 
object be things earthly, or things heavenly; the 
nature of God, or the nature of man. 


The certainty ariſes not from the nature of the 
object under contemplation, but from the clear 
perception it has of the agreement, or diſagreement 
of its own ideas. Wherever it finds that, it finds 
certainty, fo far it may be ſafely truſted; nay, 
the man feels himſelf under a neceſſity of receiving 
or rejecting, whatever it thus legitimately decides, 
as aſſuredly true, or aſſuredly falſe, The Father 
and Giver of it, the gracious and wiſe God, has 
formed us intirely paſſive in the caſe; and truth, 
of whatſoever kind, clearly diſcerned, is the cen- 
ter, to which our aſſent is as forcibly impelled, as 
heavy matter towards the center of the earth, 6 


Let us inſtance in a few propoſitions reſpe ting 
the nature of God, Firſt then, when reaſon has 
once attained the knowledge of this truth, that 
there is but one Supreme God, (in whatever way 
it gained this knowledge, whether by purſuing its 
- own reſearches, or by Divine Revelation) it infal- 
hbly decides, and it cannot do, otherwiſe, not even 
ſuſpend its deciſion, that there are neither more, 
nor fewer, neither no God at all, nor yet three Su- 
preme Gods. Secondly; When it has once diſco- 
vered, in whatever way, that the Supreme God is 

| inhnitely 


which you pretend to deduce ſo confidently from 
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inſinitely wiſe, juſt, and true, it determines abſo- 
lutely, that whoever is not infinitely wiſe, juſt, and 
true, is not Supreme God, Thirdly; When it 
is once known, that the Supreme God is underived 
and ſelf-exiſtent, holding all his attributes by the 
neceſſity of his nature, and not at the pleaſure of 
any other; reaſon concludes with intuitive certainty, 
that whoever is not underived and ſelf-exiſtent, 
whoever receives his attributes from, and holds them 
at the pleaſure of another, is not Supreme God. 
Fourthly; When it is known, that the Supreme 
God © is without body, parts, or paſſions,” it is at 
the ſame time known, and with as full evidence, 
that whoever is not © without body, parts, or paſ+ 
ſions,” is not Supreme God. 


If an Angel from heaven ſhould teach the cons» 
trary of any of theſe concluſions, and though he 
ſhould work innumerable miracles, yet reaſon would 
reject his evidence as of one deceived, or deceiving; 
becauſe it would feel an irreſiſtible conviction, that 
what he taught was falſe: And if you, Sir, have 
taught doctrines equally incredible, reaſon will riſe up 
againſt you, and like neglected conſcience, aſſert its 
own rights, and condemn you, however you may 
flatter yourſelf you had lulled it to ſleep, or depor 
ſed it from its ſovereignty, | 


Let us therefore examine your great propoſition, 


ſo 


. 

ſo many texts, © that Jeſus Chriſt is with the Fa- 
ther, one God;” or, as you expreſs yourſelf in 
other places, * that Jeſus Chriſt is one with the 
Father, God ;” or, the Holy Ghoſt one with 
the Father and the Son, God “. With the firſt 
of theſe propofitions you ſet out, and the ſecond 
and the third you have adopted in various parts of 
your book. Now, Sir, if you are to be underſtood 
as ſpeaking the common language of your country, 
you ought to mean, that Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt are but different names of one and the ſame 
perſon, and conſequently they muſt be one and the 
ſame God. This is the true, the only import of 
the Engliſh word one. If this were your meaning, 
you would be as arrant an Unitarian as the honeſt 
Apologiſt himſelf; with this difference however, 
that he, with the ſacred penmen, preſerves the 
diſtinction of perſons, and you, with the Heretic 
Sabellius, take it away, 


But, though you have choſe to uſe the language 
of an Heretic, it appears from your whole book, 


that you mean no Hereſy ; and particularly from 
the vehement declamation with which you defend 
the eſtabliſhed forms. I take it for granted there- 
fore, that whatever induced you to depart from 
the language, your intention is to defend the doc- 
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trine of the Athanaſian Creed. By the words 
therefore of this Creed I muſt interpret yours, and 
ſuppoſe the burthen of all your arguments to be, 
that the Father is God, the Son God, and the 
Holy Ghoſt God; and yet there are not three 
Gods, but one God.” The ſame Creed informs 
us farther, that ©* the whole three Perſons are co- 
eternal together and co-equal,” and that © each per- 
ſon is by himſelf God and Lord ;” that is, if I have 
any conception of the meaning of the terms, that 
the Father is Supreme God, the Son Supreme God, 
and the Holy Ghoſt Supreme God ; that there is a 
numerical and perſonal difference, and yet that 
they are all but one and the ſame Supreme God. 


Now, Sir, human reaſon, the firſt ſource of 
knowledge planted by God in the mind of man, 
and which he could never afterwards contradict, 
informs me, that one Supreme God, and another 
Supreme God, and another Supreme God, are 
three Supreme Gods, and that three Supreme Gods 
cannot be one Supreme God; and therefore that 
it cannot be true, that all three are Supreme Gods, 
and yet that there is but one Supreme Gad. And 
the misfortune is, that reaſon teaches me this ſo 
authoritatively, that I cannot but acquieſce in her 
information ; nay, that I feel in my own mind 
that ſhe teaches me truly. 


A; 


1 


In ſuch a dilemma, what ſolution ſhall I ſeek? 
You bid me renounce reaſon, and depend on reve- 
lation. But I know not what is revelation, other- 
wiſe than by the information of my reaſon; and 
ſhe informs me that this propoſition 1s falſe, by a 
much clearer evidence, than ſhe affords me of the 
exiſtence of any revelation whatever. Shall 1 
therefore renounce the clearer, and be guided by 
the darker evidence? No; I will not do that; that 
would be to deſpiſe the moſt aſſured. gift of God: 
I will not renounce my reaſon, but have confulted 
revelation; and, thank God, find no ſuch propo- 
ſition, expreſſed or implied, from the firſt to the 
laſt chapter of it, 


The teſtimony of the Holy Ghoſt, in the in- 
ſpired ſcriptures, is plain, poſitive, and uniform, 
that there is but one living and true God, and that 
the Father is he. This truth is repeatedly, deliver- 
ed in'terms, that abſolutely exclude the Spn by 
name, firſt by St. John recording the words of 
Chriſt himſelf, that they might know thee the only 
true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent *; 
and again by St. Paul, there is but one God, the 
Father, and one Lord, Feſus Chriſt F Again; 
our Saviour affirms of himſelf, My Pather is greater 
than I ft. Of that day and that haur knoweth no 


John xvii, 3. 1 Cor. viii. 6. f John xiv. 28. 
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man, no, not the angels which are in heaven, neither 
the Son, but the Father *, Then cometh the end 
when he ſhall have delivered up the kingdom (which 
he had received) to God, even the Father—for be 
(God) hath put all things under his feet. But when 
he ſaith all things are put under him, it is manifeſt 
that he is excepted that did put all things under him; 
and when all things ſhall be ſubdued unto him, then 
ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be ſubject unto him, that put 
all things under him; that God may be all in all f. 


Does not the laſt quoted paſſage aſſert, that the 
Son received the kingdom from the Father, who 
is excluſively filed God; and that he muſt, at the 
conſummation of all things, reſign his powers to 
God, who gave them? Is it poſſible that the Son 
ſhould receive the kingdem from himſelf, and 
reſign it to himſelf? And, if he received it from 
another, and reſigned it to another; is not that 
other, from whom he received it, and whoſe ſubs 
ject he is at laſt to become, his ſuperior; as St. Paul 
aſſerts he was during his whole adminiſtration, 
when he obſerves that he i- excepted that did pa all 
things under him ? 


In conformity to this idea, of his owing the 
kingdom to the Father's appointment, our Savi - 
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our himſelf, in the moſt ſolemn act of ſovereignty 
he ſhall ever exerciſe, the judgment of the laſt 
day, and the final ſentence to be pronounced, ac- 
knowledges himſelf the diſpenſer of the Father's 
mercies. Come, ſays he to the righteous, ye bleſſed 
of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from 
the beginning of the world K. If the gracious deſign 
of giving everlaſting life to good men originated 
equally from the whole Trinity, if our Saviour 
was equally the delegate of the whole, it is incon- 
ceivable that he ſhould cloſe his commiſſion by re- 
quiring from them a recogaition of the Father's 
goodneſs only: Where equal obligation is con- 
ferred, equal gratitude is due. 


The texts juſt quoted, are indeed ſo poſitive in 
their teſtimony for the ſole ſupremacy of the 
Father, that language affords not terms more de- 


You have ranſacked the ſacred pages almoſt from 
end to end; and yet you have not produced one 
text, or ſcrap of a text, which affirms that the 
Father is not the one true God; that the Son is 
the one true God; that he was any thing, which 
the Father did not make him, or poſſeſſed any 
powers which the Father did not give him. All 
that you have done is by way of interpretation and 


Mat. xxv. 34. 
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ciſive. In anſwer to theſe, what do you produce? 
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inference, and how lame you are in theſe will ap- 
pear by and by. 


That God promiſed to bring about a particular 
event, and that that event was finally accompliſh- 
ed by the Son, is no proof of the Son's ſupreme 
and independent Divinity. It proves indeed, and 
this is all it can prove, that the Son was the 
Father's inſtrument, who- accompliſhed the event 
by his mediation. 


That jeſus Chriſt worked miracles, raiſed the 
dead, forgave fins, ſhall judge the world, and 
give everlaſting life, if he poſſeſſed theſe powers in 
his own proper and underived right, might ſeem 
to be ſomething to your purpoſe. But is it not 
aſtoniſhing, that, when you read ſuch declarations 
as theſe, you ſhould pay no attention to thoſe 
draw-backs, with which they are qualified, and 
rendered utterly inadequate to your concluſion? 
Such as, My Father is greater than I *; the Son can 
do nothing of himſelf ; the Father hath committed all 
judgment to the Son; hath given to the Son to have 
life in himſelf; I can of my own ſelf do nothing ; the 
<works which the Father hath given me to finiſh I, 
I can do nothing of myſelf, but as the Father hath 


* ſol xiv. 28. + John v. 19. I Ibidem 22, 26, 50, 36. 
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taught me, I ſpeak theſe things * ; the Father which 
ſent me, gave me commandment, what I ſhould ſay, 
and what I ſhould ſpeak +; as the Father gave me 
commandment, even ſo I dof; it pleaſed the Father 
that in him ſhould all fullneſs dwell F; God giveth not 
the Spirit by meaſure unto him ||. 


Now, if the Father was greater than the Son; 
if the Son could do nothing of himſelf; if he held 


the judgment by the Father's commiſſion, and life 


as the Father's gift; if the Father appointed the 
works he was to finiſh, and taught and command- 
ed him what he ſhould ſpeak, and what he ſhould 
do; if the fullneſs that was in him, depended on 
the Father's pleaſure, and he was not qualified 
for his high office, without an immeaſurable por- 
tion of the Holy Spirit; what is the fair inference 
from all this; Not ſurely, that he was the Su- 
preme God, of whom not one of theſe, or ſimilar 
propoſitions, would be true; but that he was the 
Father's meſſenger and miniſter; that, whatever 
mighty works diſtinguiſhed his miniſtration, they 
were all the effects of the Father's power acting in 
him, and by him: Or, if you pleaſe, that he was 
ſanctiſied and ſent by the Father. 


John vül. 28. + John xil. 49. John xiv. 31. 
5 Col. i. 19. | John lil, 34. 
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Again; The magnificent titles with which he 
is inveſted, the high honours ordained for him in 
heaven and in earth, ſhall be allowed to prove, 
that he is a moſt ſtupendouſly glorious Being; 
that the Father loveth the Son, and hath given all 
things into his hand ; but we muſt ſtop ſhort of 
abſolute Godhead, when we read ſuch paſſages as 
the following. God hath highly exalted him, and 
given him a name, which is above every name, that 
at the name of Feſus every knee ſhould bow, of things 
in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the 
earth ; and that every tongue ſhould confeſs, that Feſus 
Chriſt is Lord, to the glory of God the Father f. 


In God, the ſupreme and ſelf-exiſtent God, we 
know from revelation as well as reaſon, that there 
is no variableneſs, neither ſhadow of turning I. It is 
impoſſible therefore, that the ſupreme, ſelf-exiſtent 
God ſhould either be abaſed (as St. Paul, in the 
preceding verſes, informs us Jeſus Chriſt was) or 
exalted. And what is the more remarkable, he 
aſſumed not this7fuper-eminent' degree of exalta- 
tion to himſelf, but God exalted him, in reward 
of his perſonal merits, under the reſtriction, that - 
every tongue ſhould confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord, 
to the glory of God the Father. 


* John iii. 35. + Fhil. ii. 9, 11. James i. 17. 
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1 
ls not one of theſe glorious Beings manifeſtly" in- 
ferior to the other? Can it be God, who gave, or 
Chriſt, who received; the Son who is appointed 
to ſo high honours; or the Father, who in the 
formal act of inveſtiture, has made a 'reſerve of 
his own pre · emĩnence, and conditioned that theſe 
honours ſhall ultimately be referred to his own 
n r 2, 


Theſe few plain texts, and plain remarks, I am 
perſuaded, are ſufficient to give a compleat defeat 
to that hoſt of ſhreds and patches whrch you have 
arrayed, with fo formidable an appearance, under 

banners; and if the matter were to be deci- 
ded by plain common ſenſe, I ſhould think it unne- 
deſſary to give you further trouble. But a ſtaunch 
Athanafian is not ſo eaſily to be conquered ; he 


has as any flufts as a weather-beaten fox; he 


varies ſhapes with the dexterity of a Proteus; 
and, though he has the words Hereſy and Heretics 
perpetually in his mouth, there is not an Heretic 
of them all, of ever fo odious name, or odious 
tenets, whoſe ſemblance he deigns not to afſume, 
when he is pinched by a capable adverſary, or the 
intereſt of the cauſe requires it. When the firſt is 
no longer for his purpoſe, he flips into a fecond, 
or a third; and when ftripped of that, reſumes his 
original ſhape, and boldly claims the ground from 


| which he had been fairly driven. 
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To juſtify this repreſentation, I need but ap. 
peal to your own conduct. At your ſetting out, 
your language and your features were downright 
Sabellian, and ſome attention was neceſſary to ſee 


through the diſguiſe. At page 201, you figure 
in the garb and enſigns of a Tritheiſt, or main- 


tainer of three equal Gods. For there we read 
this very extraordinary remark; as to this aſſer- 
© tion,” © that we who join in the four invocations, 
& at the beginning of the Litany, can be ill de- 


«© tended againſt the charge of holding four Gods, 


„ to wit, the Father, the Son, and the Holy 


* Ghoſt, and the Trinity; it is about as wiſely 
put, as if we ſhould ſay, that the government at 


© Rome was adminiſtered not by three, but by four 
men, to wit, Octavius, Lepidus, Anthony and the 
© Triumvirate.” Now, either there is ſome ana- 
logy between the terms Triumvirate and Trinity, 
or there is not. If not, you have mocked your 
readers with mere idle ſounds, This ſurely you 
could not mean to do. There muſt therefore be 
ſome analogy; and that analogy can lie in nothing 
but this, that as the term Triumvirite ſtands 
for the idea of three men, numerically and ſub- 
ſtantially diſtin, exerciſing a joint and equal au- 
thority; ſo the term Trinity conveys the idea of 
three Gods, numerically and ſubſtantially diſtinct, 
in the exerciſe of equal powers and dominion. 


And if the Father be God, numerically and 
ſubſtan« 


fubſtantially diſtin& from the Son, the Son from 
the Holy Ghoſt, and the Holy Ghoſt from both; 
there will then be three equal Gods, as certainly 
as Octavius, Anthony, and Lepidus were three 
men: And if this is not; what is Tritheiſm? 
But this illuſtration is moſt unfortunate in an- 
other reſpect; it bears not the ſmalleſt reſemblance 
to the point you would illuſtrate: To make it 
pertinent, it ought to have been ſaid, that 
Octavius was 2 man, Lepidus a man, Anthony 
4 man, and yet all three conjoined—a man; and 
if you had put it thus, you would have left 
Mr. Lindſey and Dr. Clarke in full 'poſſeflion of - 
their conſequence: For he who can count to four 
would find the Triumvirate to have been a fourth 
man- | | | 


Thus you ate by turns à Sabellian; and à Tri- 
theiſt; ſometimes a ſtrict Unitarian, and ſome- 
times declaiming loudly for the doctrine of three 
equal Gods. But at the preſent - pinch Sabel? 
lianiſm and Tritheiſm will do notmng for you: 
They afford no anſwer to ſo many plain texts of 
Seripture, that ſo poſitively aſſert the Father's ſu- 
periority, and the inferiority of the Son. What 
therefore is to be done? Why, there is another claſs 
of Heretics, whoſe peculiar error it is to divide 
Chriſt; to conſider him not as one individual per- 
ſon, but as two. According to theſe, there was a 

D Chriſt, 


(18 } 


Chriſt, who came down from heaven, and was 


God; and a Chriſt, who was born of the TOs 
and was man. tl. 
Now, here is the very thing you want; The 
« Man Chriſt Jeſus, you ſay *, was inferior to 
“God; that is having two natures, one was 
& greater, and conſequently one leſs than the 
<« Other.” When therefore the Scriptures. ſpeak 
of his inferiority to the Father, we muſt under- 
ſtand them as ſpeaking of his © leſs nature,” that 
is as of mere man. But the queſtion is not 
whether he had two natures, but whether he had 
two perſons. If he had two perſons, (which you 
muſt mean, if you mean to help yourſelf out of the 
difficulty) then you are no longer an Athanaſian, 
or Sabellian, but a Cerinthian : If he had but one 
perſon, then whatever is ſaid of Chriſt, muſt be 
underſtood of but one perſon, and that one perſon 
muſt be inferior to the Father, except one and the 


ſame perſon could be inferior, and not inferior to 
one and the fame Father. 


Your two natures therefore are, in your appre- 
henſion, two perſons; and this is all the anſwer 
you vouchſafe to give to all that weight of evi- 
dence, by which his abſolute inferiority may ſeem 


* Layman, page 17. 
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to be proved. This is not only all you do ſay, but 
all you can ſay; and a wretched all it is. For, even- 
granting that you have ſome fetch in your owt 
mind, by which you perſuade yourſelf, that, when 
you ſpeak of the two natures of Chriſt, you mean 
not two perſons; yet you muſt mean at leaſt, that 
the perſonal pronouns, I, Thou, He, are frequent- 
ly ſpoken not of whole Chriſt, but of a very incon- 
ſiderable part of him. This is a conceit which ab- 
ſolutely deſtroys all certainty in language; and 
what is worſe, it is a mere gratis dictum, a direct 
begging of the queſtion. For you have not pro- 
duced, you cannot produce one word of Scripture, 
not the moſt diſtant innuendo, that the perſon of 
Chriſt is not one undivided, and indiviſible perſon; 
that whatever is affirmed of him, is not affirmed of 
whole Chriſt, of that Son of God who came down 
from heaven, was made fleſh, died and roſe again, 
and was by the Father, made both Lord and Chriſt. 


The Scriptures will not help you out, but you 
will help yourſelf, The intereſts of the cauſe were 
all at ſtake: For without this ſhift, Athanaſi- 
aniſm is gone for ever. It is but boldly affirm- 
ing, and the neceſſity muſt juſtify the venture. 
Such are the miſerable conſequenees, when human 
authority invades God's province, and erects a 
tribunal to controul the wiſdom of the Holy Spirit. 

D 2 Error 


( 20 ) 
Error is eſtabliſhed, and perhaps in no long time 
detected. It is not however renounced; that 
would diſgrace the authority that ſet it up. The 
ſame authority goes to work again therefore, and 
hopes to ſalve the former error by a ſecond de- 
ciſion; it decides erroneouſly a ſeeond time, and 
thus error was propagated upon error in the Chri- 
ſtian world to ſo enormous a degree, that, for ſe+ 


veral ſucceſſive ages, Paganiſm itſelf wore as fair a 
face as Chriſtianity. 


Seeing therefore you can produce no Scripture 
to prove, that Chriſt is ever ſpoken of as two per- 
ſons, or that his whole perſon is not meant in 
every paſſage, where he is named; I will produce 
two texts, which, in my opinion, demonſtrably 
prove his inferiority to the Father, even in his 
greater nature, as you chooſe to ſpeak, or as he is 
God. 


The firſt is John v. 19. The Son can do nothing of 
himſelf, but what he ſeeth the Father do. Not to 
mention the abſurdity of the ſuppoſition, that 
Chriſt came down from heaven to teach men ſo 
well known a truth, as that mere man cannot work 
miracles, Son and Father here muſt be reciprocal 
terms; and therefore Son cannot mean Son of man, 
or man, but the Son of God, or Chriſt in his 
greater nature; or as the Pſeudo-Athanaſius ex- 
preſles 


( 21 ) 
preſſes it, God of the ſubſtance of the Father, 


« begotten before the worlds; not man of the ſub- 
« ſtance of his mother born in the world,” If 
therefore Chriſt in his greater nature, or in the 
language of you and Athanaſius, as he was God, 
could do nothing of himſelf, but as he was en- 
abled by the Father, Chriſt in his greater nature 
was inferior to the Father, 


The other text is, Mark xiii. 32. Of that day, 
and that hour knoweth no man, no not the angels which 
are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father. Sure- 
ly a divine revelation was not neceſſary to prove, 
that mere man did not know the day of judgment. 
This was as certainly known before, as it could be 
ſince our Saviour's appearance. Father and Son 
therefore muſt again be reciprocal terms, and the 
ſame concluſion follows. If you ſay, after all, 
that poſſibly Son may mean Son of man, or Jeſus 
Chriſt in his “ leſs nature;” I inſiſt that it is a doc- 
trine of Athanaſianiſm, that he was the Son of the 
Father before he was born into the world, and 
that, if he had never been born, he would not- 
withſtanding have been a Son: Elſe what * be- 
come of the eternal generation? 


Confider the fact therefore in this light, could 
he, in his © greater” nature, of himſelf perform 
miraculous works; or did he know that day and 

hour ? 


( 8. J 
hour? If he could do the one, and knew the other; 
he could do the one, and knew the other only 
as a Son; for he was always a Son. Could he 
therefore truly ſay, in the former caſe, that the 
Son could do nothing; and in the latter, that the 
Son knew not the day and hour, but the Father 
only; when at the ſame time, it might with the 
utmoſt certainty have been affirmed, that the Son 
could do every thing, and knew every thing as 
well as the Father himſelf? Such equivocation 
could come with little propriety from the mouth 
of the Son of God, and it is with as little decency 
forced upon him by the whole tribe of Athanaſians, 
This indeed is moſt inconſiſtent with their own 
principles, but conſiſtency and orthodoxy are not 
always at accord, 


You have had an uneaſy time, I know well 
enough, among your Cerinthian allies; but you 
dare not leave them yet: If you have any hope, it 
depends entirely on them. I ſhall find you by and 
by at your proper poſt, and; when it is your cue, 
maintaining the Unity of Chriſt's perſon, as firmly 
as the Unity of his Godhead with the Father. In 
the mean time you muſt allow me to keep poſ- 
ſeſſion of your own camp, and turn its deſerted 
artillery upon you. 


Neque 


1 
Neque Lex eſt juſtior ulla, 
Quam necis artifices arte perire ſud. 


Take your Common Prayer-book therefore, and 
behold what the counterfeit Athanaſius teaches to 
all his diſciples: “ Though he (Chriſt) be God 
te and man, yet he is not two, but one Chriſt : One 
« altogether,” that is, in the ſtricteſt ſenſe of unity. 
Again; “ as the reaſonable ſoul and fleſh is one 
&*& man, ſo God and man is one Chriſt;“ that is, as 
really one perſon, as the reaſonable ſoul and fleſh is 
one perſon. I aſk therefore, could one and the fame 
perſon both know and not know the ſame thing at 
the ſame time? Did our Saviour really know the 
day and hour in his © greater” nature, which now 


united to his © leſs”. made together with it one per- 


ſon, as truly as the united body and ſoul of man 
are one perſon, when he ſo ſolemnly aſſures his 
diſciples he knew it not? A witneſs in a court of 
juſtice delivering ſuch an evidence would be indicted 
of perjury, and an honeſt jury would convict him, 
notwithſtanding the miſerable quibble, if he ſhould 
dare to alledge it, that his fleſh was really ignorant, 
though his reaſonable ſoul knew well enough. 


Shall we not ſhudder to put a ſort of language 
in the mouth of the meſſenger of the God of truth, 
nay, as you call him, the God of truth himſelf, 
which would bring a frail mortal to condign pu- 
niſhment ? 


( 24 ) 


niſhment ? This ſingle conſideration is wont to 
affect me ſo forcibly, that I can hardly forbear to 
weep, when J hear ſerious and well-diſpoſed Chri- 
ſtians talk of their holy Redeemer, of the bleſſed 
Son of him who hateth a lie, in a ſtrain ſo exceed- 
ingly groſs and blafphemous. Pardon the ſeverity 
of the expreſſion : the vaſt importance of the ſub- 
ject extorted it from me; and I cannot retract it, 
while I am convinced that the preaching of Chriſti- 
anity muſt for ever be ineffectual for the general 
converſion of mankind, ſo long as it is exhibited 
in a form ſo revolting to common ſenſe; and its 
powers enfeebled, or rather ſmothered and ex- 
tinguiſhed, beneath a maſs of human inventions, 
defended by palpable contradictions and abfurdity. 
Not one Jew, not one Mahometan, in fuch cirs 
cumſtances, can become a Chriſtian ; hardly a Pa- 
gan will exchange idolatry for a ſyſtem, that looks 
at him with ſo diſtorted and deformed a viſage. 


On ſuch pitiful ſophiſtry the whole of your 
ſyſtem is founded ; on a kind of ſophiſtry, that ad- 
mits of ſo eaſy, ſo full, and, if I may be allowed 
to ſay it, in my judgment, ſo unanſwerable a con- 
futation. For if there is no authority of Scripture 
for dividing the perſon of Chriſt ; if there is but a 
ſingle text, that exhibits him, in his * greater na- 
ture, as you affect to ſpeak, as inferior to the Fa- 


ther, your whole reaſoning is overthrown, and 
| muſt 


I a1 
Wſcleſs fabric of a viſions 


think, I have produced, plain, po- 
able of other interpretation. 


mere are other 


with this his own poſitive 
greater than I; 
with the idea of has 


the Father 6 


hardineſs, G 
call it hardineſs) ſuch as perhaps 
ned. Here are your words. 


„„ 
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On ſuppoſing that the negative ſide of this di- 
lemma can be aſſumed, (and for argument's ſake 
it muſt be ſuppoſed, however irkſome) a conſe- 
4 quence enſues, horrible to thought. The God 
of peace becomes a firebrand of contention, ten- 
fold confuſion proceeds from God, who is not 
the author of confuſion 5 the ſpirit of truth is a lyar ; 
the ſimple and guileleſs zeal of the Apoſtles, is 
« crafty and deſigning duplicity ; the wiſdom of 
* God, folly, beneath the fooliſhneſs of men ; and 
© the revelation of the God of truth, from end to 
end, ſcarce the word of deſigning falſhood, it 
* muſt have proceeded from a dupe to his own 
& artifices K.“ 


Pray, good Sir, moderate your wrath, and 
hear a word for the defendants. Either it was the 
will of God, that all honeſt, and ſerious, and ca- 
pable enquirers ſhould find theſe propoſitions indiſ- 
putably revcaled, or it was not. If ſuch were his 
will, all fuch enquirers would certainly find them : 
but all honeſt, and ſerious, and capable enquirers 
have not found theſe propoſitions indiſputably re- 
vealed ; and therefore the other fide of the dilemma 
is certainly true, and it was not his will that all 
fach enquirers ſhould ſo find them. But what 
then? God has given ſuch a revelation as he knew 


* Layman, page 229. 


would 
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would beſt anſwer his gracious purpoſe of bringing 
good men to everlaſting life, and no particular 


harm has been done to you. If you like not reve- 
lation as it is, you are not obliged to receive it; 


why therefore ſhould you ſo outrageouſly 

“ Cy havoc, and let looſe the dogs of war?“ 
Why ſhould you pour out a torrent of foul lan- 
guage againſt the venerable Apoſtles, for recording 
faithfully the ſuggeſtions of the Holy Spirit, and 
againſt the Holy Spirit, and againſt God, for 
doing what was propereſt, and wilſeſt, and beſt ? 


But you proceed, I ſhudder as I write; and 
well you may.—But I have done with remarks, 
except that ſuch hot, burning zeal is no proper 
diſpoſition of mind for ſtudying the religion of the 
meek and humble Jeſus, nor indeed for the diſco- 
very of truth in general, which requires a ſteady, 
peaceable, and calm attention. I will add, that 
perhaps a cautious man would not think more fa- 
vourably of a doctrine, that was not found by New- 
ton, Locke, Clarke, and a long liſt beſides of the 
ableſt enquirers; men, to whom Chriſtianity owes 
the moſt eſſential ſervices, who were burning and 
ſhining lights, and with reſpect to whom the * 
man ſlands at an immenſe diſtance. _ 


Before I proceed to 2 your texts, I muſt 
be allowed to quote another paſſage, which, though 


E 2 in 
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in a different way, is full as extraordinary as the 
preceding; and at the ſame time I ſhall take the 
iberty to contraſt with it a few verſes of Holy 


Scripture. 


Thus ſpeaks Paganiſm 
and Popery by the pen 
of the Layman, page 
I 50. 

* The goodneſs of 
“God, and that gra- 
ͤcious indulgence with 
& which he has conſulted 
< the infirmities of our 
« ſtate, is in this reſpect 
& alſo very ſtrongly diſ- 
„played, that he took 
«© manhood an him, in 
“order to give a ſenſible 
object of worſhip to man- 
„ kind, ' incapable of 


te forming any adequate 


« idea of the abſtract 
« God, whoſe qualities 
« are of a nature incom- 
« prehenſible by our 
« minds, The world 
« merged in Idolatry at 
the time of his incar- 
«© nation, 


Thus ſpeaks grue re- 
ligion by the mouth of 
Moſes, the Prophet of 
God. Deut. chap. 4. 

The Lord ſpabe unto you 
out of the midſt of the fire; 
ye heard the woice of the 
words, but ſaw no ſimili- 
tude; only ye heard a 
voice. Verſe 12, 

Take ye therefore good 
heed unto yourſelves, (for 
ye ſaw no manner of fumili» 
tude on the day that the 
Lord ſpake unto you, in 
Horeb, out of the mid/t of 
the fire) leſt you corrupt 
yourſelves, and make you a 
graven | image, the fimili- 
tudę of any figure, the like- 
neſs of male or female, the 
likeneſs of any beaſt that is 
on theearth, the likeneſs of 
any winged fotol that flieth 

42 


* nation, was mercifully 
ce indulged with an ob- 
&« jet of fenſe—to whom 
* even by the exertion 


of the ſame facultics by 
* which they had adopt- 
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in the air, the likeneſs of 


any thing that c on 
the ground, the likenef of 


any thing that is inthe was 
ters under the carth. Verſes 
16, 17, 18. 


te ed and adored Idols, 
* they could prefer wor- 
46 ſhip, without the im- 
4 putation of Idolatry.“ 


Now, Sir, I begin with your texts; but ſhall 
examine comparatively very few; both becauſe it 
would be endleſs to trace you through all your 


windings, through all your wreſtings and tortur-' 


ings of Scripture, and becauſe, what I have before 
advanced, contains, in my judgment, a full and 
ſatisfactory anſwer to all you have alledged. Such 
therefore only I ſhall attend to, as either look with 
ſome face of importance on your ſide, or are diſtin- 
guiſhed by your very extraordinary application. 


Page 54. Thy kingdom come,” Matth. vi. 10. 
5 Thine is the kingdom, and the power and the 
* glory, for ever and ever. Amen.“ Matth. vi. 13. 


Theſe words are part of the Lord's prayer, of 
that prayer, which our Saviour taught his Diſ- 
ciples on as particular occaſion, when they in- 

treated 


( © } 


treated his information, how they ought to pray; 
and you move heaven and earth to prove this 
prayer to be addreſſed to the Son. The firit words 
.of it are theſe, Our Father which ari in heaven. The 
perſon therefore, to whom it is addreſſed, was then 
in heaven. But are you ſure the Diſciples knew 
the Son to be in heaven at the time, or that he 
really was in heaven ? He took much pains to teach 
them the contrary. He told them, that he came 
down from heaven* ; that he was come from God + ; 
that he came forth from the Father, and came into the 
world ; that as he came from God, he was to go to 
God; that he was to go to the Father || ; that he was 
to leave the world, and go to the Father **; 
aſcend to his Father, and their Father, to his God, and 
their God ++ ; that he was to aſcend up where he 
was before ff. Did he ever tell them that, not- 
withſtanding all this, he was ſtill in heaven ? Or if 
he was all this time ſtill in heaven, what occaſion 
could he have to aſcend up where he was before, 
that is, to return to the very place which he had 
never left? You will not ſay, that his human na- 
ture had ever been in heaven, or that it could re- 
turn where it had never been. If therefore the 
Son was not at this time in heaven, the Son could 
not be the perſon to whom this prayer is addreſſed. 


* John vi. 38. + John xiii. 3. John xvi. 28. 
John xiii. 3. John xiv. 28. . ## John xvi. 28. 
++ John xx. 17. t John vl. 62. 8 
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& may chooſe to reply at ſuch a pinch. 
0 jecture however, that you would quote 
John iii. 13. No man bath aſcended up to heaven, but.. 
he who came down from heavens even the San of man, 
who is in beaven. If you ſhould, [would reſtore 


ſurely to give ic chat meaning, which alone can 


make ſenſe of the paſſage» and ſet Scripture at 
accord with Scripture. For the participle is in- 
different to the paſt and preſent time. That the 
participle is capable of this rendering, 70 may 
have demouſtration by John ix. 25, He anſtwered and 

id, whether be be a ſinrer or no, I cannot tell. One 
thing 1 know, that whereas uu blind, new 1 fee, 


oTl ru By Apr Carre: The ſame participle * 


verb w 15 equally neceſſary to the ſenſe; and it is 
equally impoſſible that a perſon ſhould at the ſame 
time be in the place from which he had deſcended, 


and that he who ſees ſhould be blind . 


E N this meaning of the participle 3, ſee Joby i. 18.— 
Ax, 38. 2 Cor. viii. 9+ 


Put 


rayer muſt he ad 


» we will examine your 
ve extraordinary wei 


dinate and commiſſion. 
nd not the origi 


ginal, 


d, without anoth 
'5; he would have 


er revelation to 
talked a Jargon, 
that 
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that would have conveyed no more meaning thaty 
the language of Otaheite to an European. Father 
therefore in his language earinot mean Son, not 
Son Father: Ex uno diſce omnes. 


Page 58. Who eati forgive fins, but God 
« alone?” None, by a primary right; but the 
Son of man alſo received power from God to for- 
give them, 


Page 66. * Jeſus faid unto them before Abras 


e ham was, I am.“ John viii. 58. 


It is not eaſy to find out what you mean to 
make of this expreſſion, I am; whether you have 
determined to conſider it as an ordinary verb, or 
the proper name of God. If you take it for a pro- 
per name, you repreſent our Saviour as giving 
juſt as intelligible an anſwer to the queſtion, whe- 
ther he had ſeen Abraham, as if he had ſaid, John, 
or Thomas. If you allow it to be a verb, I allow 
it to be of the preſent tenſe; but the context re- 
quires, that it here have a paſt ſignification; and 
then all will be rational and intelligible, literally 
thus, I was, before Abraham was born, rp 
Aſpaau Ye⁰α. And there is no myſtery in this. 
It is a well-known maxim in grammar, that the 
vrgſent tenſe is a tenſe of all times; and any little 
boy will inform you, that he cannot proceed 
- F through 


( 36-) 


through many pages together of a Claſſic author, 
without finding the neceſſity of applying it. Ac- 
cept of a few inflances in either language. 


'« Cratera antiquum, quem dat Sidonia Dido.” 
An ancient goblet, which Queen Dido gives 
Though Dido was dead and reduced to aſhes long 
before this time *, 


ITorepe & 2. alxols, 1 „ dpois 3 Acæ los, 
H 7 &7 aus Had oupritte per F. 


The Greek verb gvuriTTE is of the preſent tenſe, 
and yet expreſſes a fatal accident, that had hap- 
pened to Laius fo long before, that his widow had 
married, and had had ſeveral children by her ſe- 
cond huſband, before the time of ſpeaking this. 


QN jun or dpd vas, vd ies po f. Him; 
who was not afraid to commit the fact, words ci 
not terrify. 


O'yap tort weipuorroy evrav t% To Tape ullores 


Xpove, Tao po Ta ut\Aovta Hej o uTapyet C 
What <vas the worſt circumſtance in our affairs in 


* Virg. Kn. 9. 266. f Soph. Adi. Ty. 173. 
1 Soph. ibidem 304. | Philip, prima Mounteney's edition. 
| | time 
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time paſt, bears the moſt, hopeful aſpect with re- | 1 


gard to futurity. It was thus underſtood by the 
Scholiaſt ; 6 dh i Ts TaprAnnuboros {Brave pore, 
that which prejudiced your affairs in time paſt: 
And thus alſo Demoſthenes explains himſelf, To 
pig Toy iv Tols TapzAnnulocor, TeTo e Tax MiAAopta 
geperio roy rap ® 8 | 


In the following quotation from the ſame Ora- 
tor, the prefent muſt be pat for the future tenſe; 
becaufe he is ſpeaking of the conſequences of a re- 
gulation he had juſt propoſed. Ege ayer 
nouyiay ; bixot prenwy & er TOY, To It Ar ay arayxy 
TI Toy aig pot &TWNAG9Y jaeves: Tue. vv 
oigy xai Tavy f; Shall there be no occaſion to take 
the field? While you continue at home, you wil 
be a more reſpectable perſon, being freed from the 
temptation of poverty to commit a baſe action. 
Shall any conjuncture like the preſent fall out? &c, 


It is exceeding common with the Comic writers 
to put the preſent tenſe to expreſs both paſt and 
future time; and therefore it may be preſumed 
that ſuch a practice was not unuſual in familiar 
converſation. Thus Terence | Cum inde abes, 


* Videhotas in Philip. primam page 215. f Page 107, 
of the ſame edition. + Eunu, Act 4th. Scene 4th. 
F 2 | Jam 


( 86 ) 


jam tum inceperat turba inter o. When I can 
away, 2 quarrel was begun between them, And 
again *; Thra. Quid agimus? Gna. Quin redea- 
mus. What Hall we do? Let us even march 
back. 


Page 67. I and my Father are one.“ John 
x. 30. 


In the original it is &, not s, one thing, not 
one God. And our Saviour explains his own 
meaning very fully, where he makes this prayer, 
Holy Father, keep through thine own name thoſe whom 
thou haſt given me, that they may be one, as we are; 
that they all may be one, as theu, Father, art in me, 
and I in thee; that they alſo may be one in us, that 
the world may know that thou haſt ſent me ;—that 
they may be one, even as we are one ;—that they may 
behold my glory which thou haſt given me f. Do you 
not know that this very anſwer has been given a 
thouſand times; that it has never been refuted; 
that, if it be capable of refutation, you ought to 
have done your cauſe that ſervice, before you had 
alledged this text, which our Saviour himſelf fo 
ſtrongly intimates to be impertinent ? 


Act 4th. Scene 5th, + John xvii. 11. 22. 24. 


Page 


0-4 


Page fg, © The grace of God, who hath to | 
« the Gentiles alſo granted repentance unto life. 'Y 
« Acts xi. 14, &c. But we believe, that through | 


« the grace of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt we ſhall be 
« fayed, Acts xv. 11. Here the grace of the 
* Lord Jeſus, and of God, are one and the fame.” 


No wonder: For the Lord Jeſus is the miniſter 
and diſpenſer of the grace of God; and he would 
not diſpenſe faithfully, if he diſpenſed any other 
grace, which he had not reccived. 


Page 94. In the Acts, St. Luke ſays, that be- = 
$ cauſe Paul preached Jeſus to the Athenians, they 1 
& ſaid he ſeemed to be a ſetter-forth of range 
«© Gods, Acts xvii. 18.—Here, upon A call to ex» =_ 
“ plain himſelf, and anſwer the charge of ſetting 1. 
« forth frange Gods, in having preached Jcſus, he 1 
* avows, that he whom he had preached was that 1 
6 God whom they knew not, (the unknown 4 f 1 
« God) but worſhipped ignorantly : but he had 1 
g preached Jeſus; therefore Jeſus Chriſt was that 4 
& God hitherto unknown to them, and one with | \ 7 
* the Father.“ | 


Really, Sir, this is a moſt ingenious argument, a 
and wants nothing but truth in the premiſes to FE 
ſupport the concluſion. The whole of it, ſuch as 44 
it is, depends on à ſuppoſition, that the terms | 

frange 


and Jalſer ius, to the beſt of my 
I 


| ON, Is, in every other Paſſage of 
cripture, tranſfa If it had been ſo tran. 
lated here, 


TUodelnoreoripes, too much ad. 
dicted to What? not ſurely the wo 
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true God, but to that of imaginary inferior Divi- 
nities. This meaning of the word, therefore, may 
afford ſome probability that St. Paul had preached 
Jeſus Chriſt as the mediator, as the Father's mi- 
niſter, or meſſenger ; but if he meant to exhibit 
him as the one true and ſupreme God, he had ac- 


quitted himſelf very ill, and ſpeaking too by in- 


ſpiration, if he raiſed the conceptions of his audi- 
ence no higher than to their own petty and menial 
Divinities. 


But farther; The ſacred Hiſtorian, giving the 
reaſon why St. Paul was queſtioned as a ſetter- 
forth of foreign (Gods) Dzmons, ſays, becauſe be 
preached rc 'Inovy x\ Ti 'AvagTeow, Feſus and the 
Reſurrection. The latter you have had the addreſs 
to keep out of your reader's view; though, the 
expreſſion foreign Demons being plural, a doubt 


may ariſe, whether it be not meant of both. It is 


poſſible that the Athenians, habituated to dæmo- 
nize almoſt every idea of the human mind, might 
miſtake the latter word, as they certainly did the 
former, for the name of a Dzmon; and in that 
caſe Paul was queſtioned, as the great and wiſe So- 
erates had before been put to death, as a ſetter- 
forth of ſtrange, or foreign Dzmons, Dæmons 
really plural, namely Jeſus and 'AyaoTaos, the Re- 
ſurrection. I will not inſiſt, that this is certainly 
St, Luke's meaning; but his words being fairly 

capable 
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e the Father,” 
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capable of this interpretation, you ought to have 
proved, that it certainly was not, before you had 
argued ſo peremptorily from one half of the reaſon 
recorded, to the utter excluſion of the other; 
Otherwiſe a ſturdy diſputant, diſpoſed to defend 
every inch of ground, might fight you with your 
own weapons, and making a proper uſe of what 
you have been pleaſed to leave of the text, arrive, 
by the very ſame ſteps, at a very different conclu- 
ſion. Thus; © becauſe Paul preached Aras, 
to the Athenians, they ſaid he ſeemed to be a 
« ſetter-forth of ſtrange Gods. Here, upon a call 
eto explain himſelf, and anſwer the charge of 
e ſetting-forth ſtrange Gods, in having preached 
& *Arzotaosy, he avows, that the Divinity, whom 
4 he had preached, was that God, whom they knew 
not (the unknown God) but worſhipped igno- 
rantly: but he had preached A, deres, there- 
& fore AreoTacs, i. e. the Reſurrection, was that 
4 God hitherto unknown to them, and one with 


Such an adverſary might have quoted great au- 
thorities both ancient and modern for this inter- 
pretation of Arcor ram ; and to fay the truth, 
it ſeems to be a very dubious point, whether St. 


Conjectures on the New Teſtament, printed for W. Bowyer 
and J. Nichols. Page 163. 
Luke 
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Luke did not really mean ſo. Certainly to mangle 
Scripture at this ſtrange rate is not fair treatment 
of your readers, of whom — . 
would conſult his Bible. | 


But to proceed; When Paul afterwards, ſtand- 
ing in the midſt of Mars“ Hill explains his owl 
doctrine, and mentions his accidental diſcovery of 
an Altar inſcribed to the unknown God, does he tell 
his audience, does lie give them the ſmalleſt inti- 
mation, that :Jeſus was that unknown God, whom 
they ignorantly worſhipped ? Quite the contrary: 
After a ſpirited and ſublime deſcription of ſeveral 
of his attributes and actions, he comes at length 
to inform them, that, though he had witked at 
their former ignorance; yet he now commandeth ali 
men every where to repent ; becauſe he (the unknown 
God) hath appointed a day in the which, he will judge 
the world in righteouſneſs, by that Man (Jeſus Chriſt) 
whom he (the unknown God) hath ordained; where- 
of he hath given afſurance unto all men; in that he 
(the uaknown God) hath raiſed him (Jeſus Chriſt) 
from the dead. Is it poſſible to mark their different 
attributes and characters more ſtrongly ? 5 


Surely (I had like to have ſaid ſuch ſhameleſs ſo- 
phiſtry) ſuch a mortifying proof of the power of 
bigotry and prejudice never before fell from the 
pen of man. Such alacrity in the cauſe certainly 

7-- entitles 


ous in 
YOUrs be quand 


Bed the motto of 


cc God that ma de the 
cc world 


= 


That Jeſus was not the unknown God, whom 
Paul preached at Athens, has been juſt demon- 
trated. That he is not the Supreme God, your 
readers would have known by intuitipn, if you 
had been pleaſed to cloſe the magnificent ampliſi- 
cation, in which St. Paul has here diſplayed his 
wonderful dignity, with the Apoſtle's own words. 
For it pleaſed the Father that in him ſhould all fullneſs 
dwell, All this fullneſs therefore, all theſe powers, 
and attributes depended on the Father's pleaſure; 
but the fullneſs, powers, and attributes of the Su- 
preme God are neceſſarily in him, and can depend 
on nothing. Jeſus therefore, whoſe fullneſs, pow - 
ers, and attributes are dependent, is not the Su- 
preme God, | 


Yon may reply. that the words, The Father, are 
not in the original, but have been inſerted by the 
tranſlators. This is very true, but will not help 
you out. The original words are, or: iy durg 6v- 
Sexes Tay To Tm xaroaxnout; literally, It was 
the good pleaſure of —— that in him ſhould all fullneſs 
duell. The good pleaſure of whom? either of the 
Son, whoſe attributes are here enumerated; or of 
the Father, with the mention of whom the ampli- 
fication was introduced; Suppoſe, therefore, of the 
Son; then his powers and attributes depended on 
his own pleaſure, and he could aſſume, or lay them 
down at his own option. Then he could not be 
2 the 


- 


ave no objection, 
ange of it into Sen will 


* Exod, ii. 3, 4 Acts vii. 30. 
I Exod, vii. I, 


C01 


called them Gods to whom the word of God came x. It 
will not therefore follow, that by God, in this 
paſſage, muſt be underſtood, the one true and fſelf- 
exiſtent God; eſpecially as the very ſame, Apoſtle 
has aſſured us, in words the moſt expreſs and de- 
finite that language can fupply, that though there 
be Gods many, and Lords many, yet to us there is but 
ane God, one true and ſelf- exiſtent God, the Father; 
and that in oppoſition to Jeſus Chriſt, who is the 
one Lord. 6 we 


This I ſay on the ſuppoſition that the word Occ, 
God, is ſpoken of the perſon of Chriſt, But you, 
Sir, who undertake to be an expounder of God's 
word, ought to have known, that expoſitors of 
great name, and-among the reſt Mr. Locke, have 
proceeded. on the contrary ſuppoſition. They 
knew this was the ſingle text, that, at firſt view, 
ſeemed to aſcribe Supreme Godhead to the Son, 
and they ſaw the neceſſity of interpreting in ſuch a 
ſenſe as might not run counter to the whole cur- 
rency of Scripture, 


In this they acted like wiſe and cautious men, 
with becoming reverence towards the word of 
truth, which muſt always ſpeak the ſame thing, 
But you, Sir, had none of their ſcruples; the 


John x. 35. 


ſound 


word "Ao ro; 
nedictus) bleſſed, but ( benedicend 


(4) 
Paul therefore for his own interpreter. In the 


xvth chapter of his firſt epiſtle to the Corinthians, 


quoted before on another occaſion, we read theſe 
words; Then cometh the end, the our 75 
du yos, as St. Matthew calls it &, when he ſhall have 
delivered up the kingdom to God, even the Father ; 
when he ſball have put down all rule, and authority 
and power: For he muſt reign till he hath put all 
enemies under his feet. And when all things ſhall be 


ſubdued unto him, then ſhall the Son alſo himſelf be 
ſubject unto him, that put all things under him; that 


God may be all in all. This delegated kingdom 
therefore was to laſt till the ouyrrA«a Ty dv, and 
agreeably hereto it is ſaid, that God appointed him 
heir of all things, and by him tome Tis av, 
(made) diſpoſed the ages +, the different periods of 
the world, with reſpet to God's moral govern · 


ment, of which the Chriſtian is to be the laſt. 


Here we have Jeſus Chriſt exhibited as holding 
the kingdom in quality of the Father's Vicegerent; 
and this Vicegerency is to continue till the end, 
the conſummation of the age, the laſt or Chriſtian 
period, and conſequently of all the periods, all 
which he ordered or diſpoſed, when it is to be refign- 
ed to God who gave it. We know likewiſe from a 
variety of paſſages in the Sacred Writings, that he 


+ Mat. xxiv. 3. + Heb. i. 2. 
who 
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Firſt; this is the only paſſage of the whole Scrip- 
tures, where this, or à ſimilar, title is given to 
the Son; and fingularity is, of itſelf, a reaſonable 
ground of ſuſpicion; 


Secondly; inſtead of, o e et meuirwy, KOs 
it is ſuſpected that the true original reading wat, 
wy o ert Tavrwy. For it is well known, (1 
that the ancient manuſcripts are written without 1 
any of the marks of breathing now in uſe, Now . 
it was viſibly the eaſieſt thing in the world, for a 1 
eareleſs or knaviſh tranſcriber, to change it into | 
the preſent reading, o wy et Tarrey. And 
there was an age, or rather ſucceſſive ages, when 
the advantage would be ſeized with greedineſs, by 
2 particular patty of men, who had long the pow | 
er in their hands, and defended by all the arts of | 
fraud, and all the terrors of force. Thus the er- | | 
ror might become general, and in time the only 
reading of the manuſcripts. Errors leſs eaſy to be 
accounted for have happened; and it is now no 
ſecret, that one whole verſe * has been foiſted into 
the Sacred Writings, and ſtill deforms and pollutes 
them in ſpite of demonſtrative evidence, to ſerve 
the very purpoſe, for which this text is ſo confi 
dently quoted. 


TC — 


* t John v. 7. 
H Thirdly; 
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fſo very general to omit 
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chance had been cal- 
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unneceſlary, is an uſeleſs load upon the ſenſe, parti- 
cularly in the laſt ſtep of a gradation, where energy 
is moſt required, and could have been underſtood 
here, with more propriety, than in any of the 
places juſt quoted. Certainly ſo mere an expletive 
would not have been uſed by“ a preacher who 
« gave words only to his ideas, and never ſought 
« an expletive to grace, much leſs diſgrace his 
« language, and diſtract his argument &.“ 


Fourthly; It will not tend to leſſen the ſuſpicion, 
if we compare the different effects the different 
readings will have upon the context. St. Paul was 
a writer of a warm, though regulated imagination, - 
and great addreſs. He is here enumerating the 
great privileges which the Jews had above the 
Gentile world. This he does by a noble figure, 
very uſual with him, and by Rhetoricians called 
amplification; and it was not his manner, on ſuch 
occaſions, to leave any thing ſhortz which, in the 
preſent caſe, according to the common reading, he 
evidently does, For he mentions not the circum- 
ſtance, that of all others moſt . honourably diſtin» 
guiſhed the Jews, and ſtops in the perſon of 
Chriſt ; which is not the higheſt ſtep, to which the 
gradation may aſcend. If we admit the conjectural 
tranſpoſition, this great circumſtance is added, and 


* Layman, page 131. 


H 2: the 


the amplification riſes to the very higheſt pitch, 


from the Son to the Father; from the ſecond per- 
ſon in univerſal nature, to the one true, and ſelf. 
exiſtent God, above whom there neither is, nor | 
can be any thin 8. I could wiſh myſelf accurſed from 
Chri/t, for my brethren, my kinſmen acotdirg to the 
fleſh, who ar: Ifraelites ; Whoſe are the adoption, and 


earthly Se neration, whoſe is the Ged, that ruleth over 
all, Worthy to be bleed for Ver. .. Amen. A conclu- 


wards him, who is the S ed and orly Purntare, the 
one God and Father of all, who ir over all *, ... 


I will not lay that this is certainly the true read. 
ing; I confeſs I think it probable. IF St. Paul had 


ture conſideration. If T have been tedions on this 
text, I hope to be forgiven. It is the only text of 
the whole Bible, that ſeems to ſay any thing for 
Athanaſianifm,; and therefore merited a full diſ- 
cuſſion. 
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Page 130. Now our Lord Jeſus Chriſt him- 
ſelf, and God, even our Father comfort 
your hearts, and eſtabliſh you in every good 
word and work. 2 Thefl. ii. 16. Either there 
are t- nominatives joined by the copulative and, 
or there is but one in the ſentence before us; 
and in that caſe the copulatiye unites two ſpe- 
cific terms put in appolition to the one general 
nominative; if the farmer were the caſe the 
verb muſt neceſſarily have been put in the plural 
number, whercas from its ſtanding in the ſingu- 
lar, we muſt conceive it governed by one nomi- 
native only; now, if there be found one term 
in the ſentence including the reſt within its ge- 
neral import, that is the nominative governing 
the verb; but I have all along aſſerted, that 
the Father is God, and that the Son is God, 
and therefore now ſay, that the word God is 
here that general term comprehending within 
itſelf, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, and even 
our Father, one God, which hath loved us, and 


* hath given us everlaſting conſolation,” 


I had diſcovered before, that you had extraor- 


dinary ſkill in grammar, but did not ſuſpect your 
abilities to be of ſo prodigious a ſize. You have 
feſcued the Engliſh word hath, as if it were the 
ſingular verb agreeing with fo many nominatives 


comprized one within another; but the truth 15, 


that 


$ It ought, with the 
Perſon, of whom it ſpeaks; 5 ©g,; 9 
22 nus. 


Again; your rule is not true, 

minatives ſingular joined by the c 
require à verb Plural. 

common verb o 
of them ſoever 
rence of perſon, 
qualities they may 
Prehend any other 
Perhaps take my word; hut here is 
of three unexceptionable witneſſes, 


% Non 
© Te, Torquate, genus, non te facundia, non te 


ͤKReſtituet Pletas,” 
Hor. Ode 7, Lib. 4. | 


* Ipfa Pales agros, 


1 


or two to ſpare, has put no leſs than four nomina- 
tives, of which no one comprehends another, be- 
fore one common verb of the ſingular number. 


©* Oggoy «© Tu x Mupoiwes £0 XaTwenzy 
% Temp 7 QO Ae⁰öüjm j eros iN. 
Hom. II. lib. 2. I. 615. 616. 


If theſe four examples do not ſatisfy you, you 
might, in a little time, be helped to forty thou- 
ſand from writers in all languages, of poetry and 
proſe; and thus your fine-ſpun theory about ſpe- 
cific terms, and nominatives and verbs, turns out 
to be no better than arrant nonſenſe. For, though 
Jeſus Chriſt and God our Father, had been not 
only different perſons, but different Gods, St. 
Paul might, with the greateſt reverence for gram- 
mar rules, have uſed the verb TepaxxAgoai in 
the ſingular number. In fat, you betray a mani- 
feſt hankering after Sabellianiſm; nay, rather ef- 
fectually e confound the perſons,” when you ſay, 
that God is that general term comprehending 
« within itſelf our Lord Jeſus Chrift, and even our 
* Father, one God.” For if the perſons are diffe- 
rent, as (ex hypotheſi) they ought to be, here is an 

inſtance from the Apoſtle himſelf, that ruins your 
whole proceſs; which ſuppoſes that the common 
verb ought to be of the plural number, when it is 
referred to two different nominatives of the ſingu- 
ä— 0 


MWetſtein. ad Locum, et Prologomena, de MS. Alex. 
PP. 19. 20. 21. &c. 8 


« claration 
mean Supreme God) _ 
« dwelleth all the full 


1 Coloſſ. ii. 9 


( 59 ) 


Secondly; The relations of r Qtorwros to 
T can be no more than three. It. muſt ſig- 
nify either, as Grammarians ſpeak, the material 
cauſe, that of which the thing added conſiſted; or 
the receiver of the added powers, or the giver ot 
them; that is, either the thing filled up, as avis 
in St. Matthew, or that which filled it up. The 
firſt is- impoſſible; becauſe the firſt ſelf-cxiſtent 
cauſe could never communicate all, or any of his 
own nature, that, by which himſelf is God, and 
which is neceſſarily in him, to any perſon what- 
ſoever; and we have proved that T7>;umz means 
ſomething ſo communicated, The ſecond relation 
is equally impoſſible; becauſe the Godhead is an 
idea comprehending all perfection and plenitude, 
to which nothing can be added, and from which 
nothing can be taken. It remains therefore, that 
it-muſt ſtand in the laſt of the three relations, and 
ſignify the giver of the powers received. It may 
be objected that Godhead is a mere abſtract idea, 
and cannot be an agent. But an agent it is, and 
can be nothing but an agent in this paſſage; and 
therefore Oeors, Godhead, mult, by a very com- 
mon figure, be put for O, God. In this very 
meaning r Oe a term exactly ſynonymous 
with » ©corx is uſed by St. Paul himſelf. Acts 
- XVI. 29. Foraſmuch then as toe are the Mipring of 

Ced wwe ought not to think, that the Godhead, that is, 
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God, it like unto gold or filver, &c. Godhead lite. 
rally taken, is nothing real, but an abſtract idea 
exiſting ſolely in the mind, and conſequently could 
never be conceived like to any ſubſtance in the 
univerſe, material, or immaterial. 


Thirdly; owparrxes cannot ſignify in his body 
conſiſtently with your ſenſe of the text. For 
the fullneſs of the Godhead, the plenitude of him, 
whom the heaven of heavens cannot contain, whoſe 
rbrone is heaven, and whoſe footſtool earth ; could 
never be cooped in the narrow compaſs. of a 
human body. And if ownarxX6s be underſtood 
to mean, in his body, it is a mere redundant word, 
that expreſſes no more than had before been ex- 
preſſed by & dur, in him; except it be contend- 
ed (which is not poſſible to be conceived) that the 
plenitude of Godhead reſided not in his mental 
powers, but in his human fleſh. We may fix itgi 
meaning, I think, from another paſſage of the 
lame Apoſtle, where he ſays, who ſhall deliver me, 
from the body of this death, e f cνν T3 O- 
vers Tere ? Whoever heard of death's having a 
real body? The body of this death moſt probably 
means, the ſo many concurring cauſes of death, 
this army, as it were, of deſtroyers; and then 
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1 have the cleareſt conviction that, though it be 
impoſſible to render the Greek words literally, on 
account of the Very different genius the langua” 
1 have given the meaning very ex · 
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are neceſſary, 


as I foretold we ſhould, j 


WS | 
Athanaſian regimentals, as ſpruce and trim, as if 
your frock had never been ſoiled, and you had 
never bluſhed to wear it. Now the perſon of 
Chriſt is ſo inſeparably one, that what he could 
ſuffer only as man, one of the greateſt infirmities 
of human nature, is attributed to his © greater na- 
« ture;”” and we are called upon to © ſee the 
e blood of God himſelf ſtreaming for our redemp- 
&« tion. A while ago, as man, he was ignorant, 
« but now he can bleed as God.“ Some of your 
brethren, however, are provided with a Chriſt, 
that can, and another that cannot bleed;. and it 1s 
a pity you had not equal foreſight; for depend 
upon it you will make but an aukward figure with 
your © bleeding God.“ 


The blood of the Supreme God you muſt mean. 
Shall Jeſus Chriſt decide the matter for you? He 
tells you, that God is a Spirit *, and that a Spirit 
hath not fleſh (and 8 no © blood”) nor 
bones f. If you will not take the word of Jeſus 
Chriſt, dare you really give the lie to your beloved 
articles; the firſt of which poſitively aſſerts, that 
& the one living and true God is without body, 
« parts, or paſſions,” and conſequently bloodleſs? 
He therefore, from whom “ blood“ fo copiouſſy 
« ſtreamed,” could not be © the one living and 
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Chriſt, or the Son, is Supreme God. Pray, Sir, 
not faſter than good ſpeed.” The text runs thus; 

In the beginning was the word,” (Jeſus Chriſt) and 
the word was with God, and ibe word was Gad. But 
God in both clauſes” means Supreme God; now” 
there are either two Supreme Gods, or but one 
Supreme God. Tou will not ſay there are two; 
therefore God in both clauſes muſt mean one and 
the ſame Supreme God The Apoſtle's narrative 
therefore will tandithus; * Jeſut Chrift was in the be- 
ginning, and Jeſus Gbriſi was with” the Supreme Gad, 
and Jeſur Chriſt du“ the Supreme God, with ꝛ0hoin 
himfelf as; that is, Jeſus Chriſt was the Supreme. 
God, aſſociated with, and accompanied by himſelf: 
But one would hope you would be cautious of 255 
g this for the * * common a ö 

J. Ou 

. agua you wilt not FR the Farber to Re 
preme God: Subſtitute therefore the Son inſtead ol 
the word, and the text will read thus; the Son was 
with. the Supreme Gol; chat is, with the Father, #nd 
the Son war Supreme Gad. There is; however, but 
one Supreme God; therefore the Sen was the Fr 
wer. I would not adviſe you to hold [this ſort of 
language publicly, for fear of a difaſter from mala · 
pert children in the ſtreets; who, as Horace informs 
vou, are ſometimes not over civil to Maintainers 
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Plain, the moſt 


There is, however, 
this ſuppoſition 


C pi 1 
of all others does the leaſt honour to a logician; 
becauſe it abſolutely proves nothing, and amounts 
to neither more, nor leſs, than ſaying it is ſo, be- 
cauſe it is ſo, 


Without meaning to diſparage other interpreta» 
tions, ſome of which, I am ſure, may be gramma · 
tically defended, I intreat you to attend to the 
following obſervations. We read, Exod. xxiv. g, 10, 
Then went up M:ſes and Aaron, Nadab and Abihu, 
and ſeventy of the Elders of Iſrael ; and they ſaw the 
God of Iſrael. This God of Iſrael could not be the 
Supreme God, becauſe we are aſſured by St. John, 
by St. Paul, and by Jeſus Chriſt himſelf, who 
lived many ages after Moſes and Aaron, that 70 
man hath ſeen God at any time; ye have neither heard 
his voice at any time, nor ſeen his ſhape f. If it ſhould 
be enquired who was this viſible God of Iſrael, 
Moſes may be allowed to explain himſelf, who, in 
the preceding chapter, has recorded theſe words, 
Behold I ſend an Angel before the. My name is in him. 
Though, therefore, it ſhould be granted that 6 Aoyes, 
the word, denotes the perſon of Chriſt, yet it will by 
fio means follow, that G5, God, in the third 
clauſe, denotes a perſon of equal power and per- 
feftions with Toy beo, God, in the ſecond clauſe. 


+ John i. 18.—v, 37, 1 Tim. vi. 16. 
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The other text is page 149. © And we know 
« that the Son of God is come, and hath given us 
an underſtanding, that we may know him that 
« jg true, and we are in him that is true; even in 
« his Son Jeſus Chriſt. This is the true God and 
« eyerlaſting life. 1 John v. 20. It is remark- 
e able that this declaration is followed by a deſire 
* to keep from idols, to the overthrow of whoſe 
c worſhip, he preaches the Godhead of Jeſus Chriſt, 
ce the Son.“ 


The interpolation of the Engliſh word even, and 
the ambiguous tranſlation of the Greek prepoſition 
zy, have indeed thrown ſome obſcurity on the Eng- 
liſh text; but an expoſitor ſhould be aſhamed of 
being miſled by any tranſlation whatever, eſpecially 
in ſo plain a text. Thus it ought to be read ver- 
batim; We know that the Sen of God is come, and 
hath given us an underſtanding, that we may know him 
that is true; and we are in him that is true, & Tea 
vi aus Inog Xjiote. by or through (the mean- 
ing of the prepoſition ey in a thouſand places) that 
is, by the miniſtry of his Son Jeſus Chriſt. This— 
What this? ſurely he that is true, to the kn:xoledge 
of whom we are brought, in whom <ve are, whoſe 
people we are become by the miniſtry of his Son 
Jeſus Chrit—This is the true God and everlaſting 
life; in exact conformity with the declaration of 
Chriſt 


( 23 } 


The Supreme Godhead of Jeſus Chriſt has often 
been inferred from that worſhip, which he pertnitted 
to be paid to him during his reſidence on earth. 
This argument has been urged to myſelf, though 
there is ſomething exceedingly childiſh in it. We 
find in Scripture that even men were worſhip 

without any imputation of blatne to the worſhip- 


pers. In fact, allowing for the different circum- 


ſtances of time and place, our ceremony of putting 
off the hat is perfectly ſimilar. The conduct of 
Cornelius to Peter, Acts x. 25. may ſeem to put 
this matter out of all doubt. Cornelius knew Petet 
to be a man, at leaſt certainly not to be God; and 
being a devout man, and one that feared God, could 
never mean to pay an honour to a creature, which 
was the known due of God alone. Peter refuſed 
the worſhip, poſſibly out of modeſty or civility 
more probably, becauſe he would give Cornelius to 
underſtand, that his obligation was to God only. 
Stand up, ſays he, I myſelf alſo am a man, and, like 
you, have acted only in obedience to God's very 
particular command. You owe therefore nothing 
to me. 


I have now gone through all the texts I propoſed 
to conſider. You may perhaps expect that an an- 
ſwerer ſhould travel with you ſtep by ſtep, and refute 
in detail every thing you have advanced. For 
this I had neither leiſure nor inclination; and really 
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deformed by wrenching them away. In fact, Sir, 
I flatter myſelf that I have fairly fetched off moſt of 
your capital texts; that, to vary the metaphor, I 
have routed your main phalanx, and I am not 


5 much concerned about your light-· armed troops. 
"aps It muſt happen here, as it does in more ſerious en- 
: a gagements, when the flos and robur exercitus no 
* longer ſupport them, theſe can make no defence; 
ud and, as during the conflit-they look both ways, 
00 


are always glad to follow the victory. 


Lou will obſerve, that J have entered no farther 
into the controverſy between you and the worthy 
and excellent Apologiſt, than the unity of the God- 
head in the perſon of the Father is concerned. 
Whether any, or what ſort of worſhip is due to the 
Son, is a moſt important queſtioa in Chriſtianity, 
which TI leave to the diſcuſſion of ſome perſon who 
has more leiſure and better abilities to diſcuſs it; 
only remarking, that, if the Son is not Supreme 
God, it cannot be right to worſhip him with the 
worſhip due to the Supreme God alone. If wor- 
ſhip is due to him at all, St. Paul ſeems to have 
drawn the line, that it ſhould ultimately be re- 
ferred to the glory of God the Father. 


If 1 may declare my own ſentiments, I ſo far { 11 
differ from JM. Lindſey, that I do not think it 1 
L 2 8 
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« ſinfal”” to pay ſuch worſhip to the Son, as 10 
his high office of God's Vicegerent, and thoſe god- 
like powers and perfections with which the Father 
has inveſted him, may ſeem ſuitable. This que, 
ſtion I long to ſee yet more largely diſcuſſed, and 
be the refult what it will, am ſure it will promote 
the intereſts of religion, and tend to make the go - 
ſpel better underſtood, and give it a wider diffuſion 
through the world. The diſcovery of truth can 
never do harm to a true religion. 


But the perſon for whom the honour of finally 
deciding this queſtion js reſerved, muſt poſleſy 
other talents, and arts of controverſy, than diſtin» 
guiſh your performance ; a clear and ſteady head, 
courage to own the truth, wherever he finds it, 
great maſtery in the original languages, and a 
complete knowledge of the Scriptures. Above all, 
he muſt be free from that outrageous and fiery 
zeal, which flaſhes like the exploſion of a meteor, 
and dims the eyes of the underſtanding by its 
glare, | . ? 


In the mean time, whatever doubts may: ariſe. 
upon this queſtion, it is, or may be, clear enough: 
to an unprejudiced enquirer, that you have de- 
fended an indefenſible hypotheſis. If the fuffrage 
of reaſon may be taken, it decides with mathemas. 

| tical 


(37) 
tical and intuitive certainty, that the Athanaſian 
doctrine is not true. And of this you ſeem to be 
conſcious yourſelf, from the abundant pains you 
have taken to repreſent human reaſon as a mere 
ignis fatuus, a falſe light, that will plunge its follows 
ers in a quagmire, or precipitate them from a rock. 
This, however, is not ſpeaking with too much 
Teverence of the gracious God, who gave it; and 
appointed it the only guide of all mankind, in all 


the moſt momentous concerns and enquiries reſpect» . 


ing the happineſs of the preſent life; and of a vaſt 
majority of mankind, for much the greater num- 
her of ages; nay, even of a conſiderable. majority 
at this day, in all the more momentous enquiries 
reſpecting the life to come. Men might abuſe 
their reaſon, or miflake its powers, and deceive 
themſelves; but it is a hard thing to ſay, that 
| God laid them under a neceflity to follow a blind 
guide, that could not but deceive them. 1 


If an appeal is made from reaſon to the bar of 
Scripture, that pronounces with equal certainty, 
that there is but one Supreme God, and that the 
Father only is he; except the Sacred Penmen have 
not written in. the common language of mankind, 
and their words ftand not for the ſame ideas as in 
the common intercourſe of men. If they do not, 
enquiry is at an end, and we can never be certain, 

| in 
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ledged that reaſon is no judge, where it has the 
cleareſt perceptions, the light of it is utterly ex- 
tinguiſhed. The Emiſſaries of Rome are not igno- 
rant of the advantages afforded them by this Pro- 
teſtant conſtitution, nor backward to improve 
them. With this weapon in their hands that dex- 
trous Militia make the moſt ſucceſsful inroads into 14 
the territories of the Reformation. You object, 9 

ſays the crafty Prieſt, that tranſubſtantiation can- | 
not be true, on the aflurance of your ſenſes and 
your reaſon; but theſe you have already given up, 
when you admitted the doctrine of the Trinity on 
the authority of revelation, interpreted by your 
own Church. I aſk no more; I require no greater 
ſacriſice. The authority of my Church is as good | 
as that of your's, and, if numbers and antiquity 
add weight, much greater. . As for revelation, it 
is no where ſaid in all the Scriptures, that the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt are one God ; 
whereas, I alledge the words of Chriſt himſelf for | 
the truth of my doctrine, who expreſsly ſaid © 7his | 
« is my body.” To this argument what can a it 
ſimple Proteſtant reply? He feels that his eyes have += 

been put out by his own eltabliſhment, and thank- 4 

J 


28 


fully gives his hand to one, who courteouſly pro- U 
miſes to lead him, and, at the ſame time, ſpeaks 14 
with ſuch confident boaſting, of the * of 1 
his Church. 


There 
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There is ano ther reaſon for wiſhing to apply 
ſome remedy to ſo cruel and inveterate an evil. It 
is viſible that the torrent of vice and profligacy is 
bearing down all before it; and it is equally viſible 
that the preſent mode of diſpenſing the Goſpel is 
unable to ſtop it. There is indeed but too much 
reaſon to ſuſpect that the eſtabliſhment itſelf affords 
ſome countenance to this general corruption of 
manners. For while that affirms it to be the f 
duty of a Chriſtian, a duty neceſſary above all 
others, ſo neceſſary that he who fails in it, „ ſhall 
* without doubt periſh everlaſtingly, to believe 
what neither is, nor can be the object of belief; it 
is eaſy to conceive how the merit of ſo ſtrong a 
faith, required under ſo dreadful a ſanction, is 
likely to operate. When the ſinner has once per- 
ſuaded himſelf that he has it, he will be apt to ba- 
lance it againſt many relaxations of his ſpiritual 
diſcipline, depending on the great ſecurity of all, 
his exalted faith; thus be will become gradually 
careleſs of, what would require much labour and 
mortification, the regulation of his thoughts and 
appetites, of bringing his whole body and foul into 
ſubjection to the obedience of Chriſt. 


But even this is not the worſt of thoſe diſmal 
conſequences, that have followed this deſertion of 
the inſpired Scriptures, and inveſting human con- 


ceits with Divine authority, Already a large part 
of 
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of ſenſible but not ſufficiently ſerious men are become 
Infidels: Surely therefore it becomes thoſe, whoſe 
particular concern it is, maturely to conſider how 
far our preſent plan is calculated to check this pre- 
vailing apoſtacy. Theſe men deſert, becauſe every 
human eſtabliſhment they examine revolts their 
underſtanding; and they will ſeek Chriſtianity no 
where elſe, while they are told they may find it 
there, in its true features, delineated and aſcer- 
tained to their hands. This way of ſeeking infor- 
mation, however in reality inexcuſable, affords a 
plauſible pretext for their deſertion, and as they 
flatter themſelves, juſtifies them to their conſcien- 
ces. For this evil there can be no remedy, but 
the public diſavowal of human deciſions, and ſend; 
ing men for the learning of Chriſtianity, directly 
to the Scriptures. In theſe genuine records the 
honeſt and unprejudiced among them would find 
jt not only the moſt amiable, but at the ſame time 


the plaineſt and moſt intelligible religion, that ever 


was profeſſed among men. 


The blefſed Author of it preached to the poor, 
and choſe them preferably to men of higher ſta- 
tions and accompliſhments. If he had taught in 
the ſtrain of Athanaſianiſm, I beg to be informed, 
what unlearned hearer would have been edified, or 


believed to ſalvation? Indeed not the unlearned * 


only, but the moſt improved underſtanding upon 
carth, 
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earth, never did, nor ever can reconcile the Atha- 
naſian doctrine to common ſenſe. 'Fhe Souths, 
the Bennets, the Waterlands, the Sherlocks, and 
Wallis's, and a long liſt beſides, all undertook to 
explain this inexplicable doctrine, and the conſe» 
quence was, that they diſagreed utterly in their 
explications, and hung millſtones, not deſignedly 
indeed, about the neck of Chriſtianity ; tome 
making three, ſome four, and ſome but one God; 
fome even leaving it dubious, whether they made 
any God at all. Nay, ſome were ſo whetted in 
the diſpute, that they pronounced Anathemas on 
their opponents *, and if they had held the tempo- 
ral ſword, would probably have N to the 


effuſion of blood, 


If theſe champions of orthodoxy are ſo little at 
accord, it may be enquired, ** what muſt common 
Chriſtians do?” If there is a doctrine of Chriſtianity 
ſo neceſſary to be believed, that without the belief 
of it we muſt “ periſh everlaſtingly, and if this 
very doctnne is in itſelf ſo obſcure and abſtruſe, 
that all the ſtudy, and all the learning of the beſt 
informed and moſt dignified divines, has never yet 
been able to ſettle the very point which is required 


* Witneſs the cenſure pronounced by the Univerſity of Ox- 
ford againſt Dr. Sherlock's explication.——Lindſey's Apology, 
page 64. 

to 
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to be believed; what, I aſk again, muſt the com- 
mon Chriſtian do? One is prompted to cry out, 
the Lord have mercy on him. The Lord has had 
mercy on him, and given him a revelation, in 
which, if he do his duty to himſelf, he will be 
ſure to find ſalvation, though the name of Atha- 
naſius, or of any of his diſcordant expoſitors, ſhall 
never come to his cars, 


Let him go to his Bible, and take religion as his 
Saviour left it. There he will find that there is one 
God the Father, and that there is no other but 
he; that this gracious God ſent his beloved Son 
into the world, to teach mankind a moſt pure and 
animating religion; that he raiſed him from the 
dead, and highly exalted him, in reward of his obe- 
dience, to a kingdom and power, which he mult 
hold and exerciſe till the conſummation of all 
things, and then reſign to God who gave it; that 
he till ſends his Holy Spirit to ſtrengthen him in 
weakneſs, and comfort him in diſtreſs. This every 
man can underſtand, and this is all that the Scrip- 


tures teach, or require to be believed with regard 


to the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Let thoſe 
who think themſelves wiſer than God, and under» 
take to amend his language, enjoy their prejudice, 
or preſumption, but let them not lay ſtumbling 
blocks in the way of their more cautious brethren, 


nor pronounce them reprobate, for chooſing to 
XI 2 take 
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take their ideas of God from the written word, 
and it only. Though Chriſtianity is not likely to 
become the general religion, till the perſonal unity 
of God is generally acknowledged, yet, in the 
mean time, both parties may enſure their own 
ſalvation, if they walk in brotherly love, and are 
careful to work it out by ſuch knowledge as both 
are agreed in. To their own maſter both parties muſt 
ſtand or fall, and neither hath the ſmalleſt autho- 
rity to judge the other, except what is derived 
from the Powers that be, whoſe object is only the 
affairs of this world, 


This controverſy muſt be decided by the inſpired 
Scriptures alone, and human authority ſet entirely 
out of the caſe; yet perhaps the authority of Cle- 
mens Romanus, the ſcholar and ſucceſſor of Peter 
the Apoſtle, may fairly be conſidered as ſomething 
more than human. If any man, whoſe writings 
are come down to us, could know the true doc- 
trine of the Apoſtles, he is moſt to be depended 
on. He, however, has preſented us with no 
Athanaſian Trinity in his excellent epiſtle to the 
Corinthians. On the contrary, ſays this venerable 
father, exhorting them to unity and concord, We 
have one God and one Chriſt. Could he thus formal- 
ly have diſtinguiſhed God and Chriſt, if he had 
believed Chriſt to be God, in the higheſt ſenſe of 


the word? Can words more poſitively expreſy that 
| God 
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God is one, and Chriſt another? He concludes with 
this truly Apoſtolical benediction and doxology, 
% The grace of Chriſt. Jeſus our Lord, be with you, 
e and with all in every place, who have been called 
« of God through him.” God the caller, Chriſt the 
inſtrament, by whom he called ; ſurely he thought 
them not the ſame. *©* By v (Chriſt) to him 
* (God) be glory, honour, might, majeſty, and 
e everlaſting dominion for ever. Amen.” How 
unlike the concluſion of modern ſermons, ©** Now 
6 to God, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, to 
4 him (one good Dean has ſaid to them ) be aſcrib- 
6 ed all might, majeſty, dominion and power?” 


L have all along ſuppoſed you to be ſerious, and 
really believe you to be ſo; but you have made fo 
many ludicrous applications of texts of Scripture, 
and your whole performance is ſo ſtrongly mai ked 
with the features of burleſque, that this belief re- 
quires no ſmall effort of charity. You have indeed 
afforded plentiful matter to Infidels and Scoffers 
to exerciſe their talents of ridicule, and if this 
could fall on yourſelf alone, it is no more than 
you juſtly deſerve. But theſe men will not diſcri- 
minate; they will take things as you repreſent 
them, and turn their wit prophanely on the Scrip- 
tures, which your indiſcretion has prepared for 


Dean of Gloceſter's lately publiſhed Sermons; page 54. 
| thcir 


vidory, 
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With this ſeri ous 


arewell. 


POSTSCRIPT. 


AGE 124. Who being in the form of God, 

P « thought it not robbery to be equal with 
« God; but made himſelf of no reputation, and 
« took upon him the form of a ſervant, and was 
« made in the likeneſs of men; and being found in 
« faſhion as a man, he humbled himſelf and be- 
c came obedient unto death, even the death of 
e the Croſs. Phil. ii. 6, 7, 8.” 


I did not conſider this text in its due courſe, be- 


cauſe it carries in it ſuch evident proofs that Jeſus - 


Chriſt is not the Supreme God, that I could hardly 
conceive it poſſible for the moſt negligent reader 
not to fee them. But as you ſay, If this text 
« ſtood without another to ſupport it, it is con- 
4 cluſive for the Godhead (meaning Supreme God- 
* head) of Jeſus Chriſt,” and as there may poſ- 
ſibly be readers as prejudiced as yourſelf, I will 
here give it a particular examination. 


The 


„„ Mg. np 4% hs 


( 38 ) 
The Greek words of the ſixth verſe, on which 
the Apoſtle's argument turns, are theſe, *Os { 


eon Oes vuTapyu!, 2% apraypne NYNCET? To tivat 
ioz Ow. You endeavour to prove that # poppy 
Ses vrepyw, being in the form of God is the ſame 
as if the Apoſtle had faid being God, i. e. Supreme 
God; and you take it for granted that 2% apraypoy 
„nge is rightly tranſlated, thought it not robbery, 
Putting therefore your ſenſe on both expreſſions, 
let us try what can be made of the Apoſtle's 
words. You muſt conſider the words being Supreme 
God either as containing the reafon, why Chriſt 
thought it no robbery, or the circumſtances 
in which he thought it none. On the former 
ſuppoſition St. Paul ſpeaks to this effect, who, be- 
cauſe he was the Supreme God, thought it no robbery, 
conſidered it as no act of injuſtice or uſurpation, 1 
be equal with the Supreme God; but ſteadily inſiſted 
on his right.-—Softly, good Sir; St. Paul ſays di- 
realy the contrary, though, if the fenſe of the 
former part of the ſentence were rightly aſſumed, 
he could have ſaid nothing but this. 


On the latter ſuppoſition, the ſentence will run 
thus; Who, though he was Supreme God, yet thought 
it no robbery to be equal with the Supreme God. Such 
ſeaſe, nay, rather ſuch nonſenſe, could never be 
uttered by inſpiration. But let us go on, and con- 
ſider 


19 

ſider the Apoſtle's'viewz he is recommending hu- 
mility by the example of Chtiſt; Thus, therefore, 
according to you, he argues; Let this mind (of 
* humility) be in you, which was alſo in Chriſt 
e Jeſus, who, though he was the Supreme God; 
« yet conſidered it as no act of injuſtice or robbery 
e to be equal to the Supreme God; - but, on the 
& contraryz emptied himſelf, and, inſtead of cons 
& ſidering it as a matter of wrong or robbery, to 
« be equal with the Supreme God, became a man 
1c of the loweſt and meſt deſpicable condition, even 
% a ſlave.” It really ſurpaſſes my comprehenſion 
to conceive, what exerciſe of humility there could 
be in our Saviour's taking himſelf to be, what he 
really was, the Supreme God; and if there is not 
ſome condeſcenſion expreſſed in the preceding nes 
gative clauſe, what can the unlucky particle but 
have to do in the followmg? Is not this repreſents 
ing the Apoſtle as affirming, that Chriſt ſhewed no 
humility of mind, at the-ſame time = he IE 
an —— Mop * 


Bandes; if Chriſt wete ah Suben God by 
what means did he ceaſe to be ſo? How was it 
poſſible, that he, who holds all his atttibutes by 
the neceſſity of his nature, ſhould - diveſt himſelf 
of them, ſhould empty himſelf and fink to the con- 
dition of the meaneſt and moſt diſtreſſed of man- 
kind? The thing is abſolutely impoſſible,: and St. 

N Paul 


them, 
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them, ſo far as human authority can inflict it, of 
eternal damnation. When one witneſs depoſes in 
direct contradiction to another, ſurely thoſe are 
hardly uſed, who are compelled to avouch the 
veracity of both. It is indeed equally impoſſible 
that the Supreme God ſhould be made man, and 
that man ſhould be made Supreme God, or indeed 
any part of him, who has no parts.” To bind 
men therefore to the belief of theſe two Creeds, at 
leaſt as you underſtand the word God in both, is 
binding them to the belief of the ſtrangeſt medley 
of contradictions. Have a little charity therefore, 
I beſeech you, for conſcientious men, who ſolicit 
relief againſt ſo grievous an oppreſſion. 


Though it be certain enough that you have 
groſsly miſinterpreted the Apoſtle's words, yet 
perhaps it is not equally certain what his preciſe 
meaning was. The text has exerciſed the talents 
of many able critics, and ſtill there may be ſome 
doubt whether any of them have fully ſucceeded, 
Among ſuch names I am little ambitious of mixing 
mine; yet hope it will not look preſumtuous, if 1 
ſubmit to the public judgment the idea, which the 
original words have raiſed in my mind. | 


The great difficulty lies in the word apreyuer, 
which is generally ſuppoſed to ſignify actively, 
pla actio rapiendi, the very act of ſeizing. If the 

N 2 word 
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word is taken in this fenſe, all the foregoing ab,. 
ſurdities will follow; and therefore St. Paul cer, 
tainly meant it not in this ſenſe. The word itſelf 
ſo ſeldom occurs, that there is no fixing its mean · 
ing from other authors; though the kindred term, 
are, and even gpreyue ryawhe, is frequent 
enough. If the words in this place had been 
aD nyoaro, the meaning would have been 
clear, non, ut przdam, arripuit, non. prædam 
ſibi duxit, he conſidered it not as a thing, which he 
had a right to ſeize, and hold faſt as his own. In 
this very ſenſe, it is probable that the Apoſtle uſcd 
apraymuoy, and the indefatigable Wetſtein has 
quoted one place at leaſt where apreypoy muſt be 
ſo underſtood. For my own part, I have ſome- 
times ſuſpected that apraywoy may poſſibly be a 
_ paſſive adjective of that ſort of ſignification, which 
adjectives in bilis and participles in dus have among 
the Latins; and in this caſe, the meaning of the 
expreſſion would be indiſputably determined to the 
ſame effect, as has been Juſt ſet down, | 


Theocritus has ſaid, 


«© Euer tac 22 yAuxgpey x) tyegouuey UTVOY's 
« 1dyll. 24. line 7.” 


50 Sleep | 
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« Sleep my babes, a ſweet, and (if one may ſay ſa 
« in Engliſh) a wakeable ſleep.“ I ſuppoſe, there- 
fore, apreyueor to be formed as a paſhve adjective 
from apragw by the ſame kind of analogy as 


5 epo, from cyopm.. 


% 


But be this conjecture right or wrong, if apray- 
ur is equivalent to aprayua, as indeed there can 
be little doubt it is in this paſſage, the text will 
prove as ſtrongly as poſſible againſt the Athanaſian 
Trinity; and that, whether the word God be un- 
derſtood of the Father, or of the Son. It appears 
to me to be more eligible to underſtand it of the 
Son, and the abſence of the article is not unfa- 
vourable to that interpretation. What that poppy 
Oe, that form of Ged, that divine ſtate and cha- 
rater, was in his original undiminiſhed glory, 
may be conjectured from thoſe amazing ſplendors 
that ſurrounded him at the transfiguration. We 
beheld, ſays St. John, who was one of the three 
diſciples preſent at this wonderful tranſaction, his 
glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father. 
Great as theſe ſplendors were, I conceive the 
Apoſtle to repreſent him as not eager to retain 
them, when he could accompliſh fo benevolent a 
purpoſe, by ſuſpending his poſſeſſion of them, as 
bringing mankind to everlaſting ſalvation. His 
argument will proceed thus; Who did not think that 
he 
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he ought, as it were, to lay firm hold on that Godlike 
dignity, ſo as never to give it up; to ſeize it as a mat- 
ter of indiſpenſable conſequence to be always the ſame 
great and ſtupendous Perſonage (ro ku ia Oe); 
to preſerve a perpetual equality of that inconceivable 
majeſty, which he had being yet Otos, not o Oc, 
next to the Supreme God, the moſt glorious being 
in the univerſe; but emptied himſelf of all this,” and 
took poppy 828, the form and character of a ſlave; 
in which character he was ſeen, when he became obedient 
to the ſervile death of crucifixion. Thus the ſame 
Perſon, who at one period of his exiſtence, had 
been the repreſentative of the Father's glory, 
whom all ſpiritual created intelligences beheld with 
diſtant wonder, at another, became a moſt miſer- 
. able and deſpiſed man, an unjuſtly condemned and 
dying convi, that he might reconcile apoſtatized 
mankind to God, Here every thing is real, clear, 
intelligible, glorious, and amazing, What an ex- 
ample of humility ? Who will not be made truly 
humble by motives ſo irreſiſtably endearing ? _ 


Page 192. Father it it be poſſible, let this cup 
6 paſs away from me,” and—* knowing that Je- 
« ſus Chriſt died for our redemption, I hereby per- 
& ceive the love of God, becauſe. he laid down his 
& life for us. 1 John iii. 16.“ 


It 


A 


It is amazing that a man, who undertakes to ex- 
plain Scripture to his ignorant brethren, ſhould 


himſelf be ſo ignorant. The word Oes, God, is a 
manifeſt interpolation, being found in but one 
Greek manuſcript out of about ſixty, uſed by 
Wetſtein *, and that of a low age, and very bad 
authority, Of printed editions of any repute, it 
is only to be found in the Complutenſian and Ge- 
neyan, and of verſions the modern Engliſh only 
has it. But there is no occaſion to appeal to ma- 
nuſcripts, editions, or verſions, to reprobate the 
word, It is impoſſible St. John ſhould have wrote 


exe, for the pronoun He, referred to an antece- 
dent immediately preceding. Either he would 
have uſed no pronoun at all, or if he had thought 
proper to uſe one, àuros muſt have been the word. 
Thereis a uſe of the Greek pronoun exavos very fre- 
quent in all authors, when they mean to mark out 
a perſon with particular emphaſis, without naming 
him. This, and no other, muſt be its meaning in 
this paſſage; and theſe are the words of the Apoſtle 
literally tranflated, By this we have known love, that 
he (Jeſus Chriſt emphatically denoted) laid down his 


life for us. 


* I do not mean that all theſe MSS. had the Epiſtles of [chn, 
but that it was wanting in all, that had them, except one;— 
and theſe are all the known MSS. of the Catholic Epiſtles. 


At 
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At page 95, where you quote Colofl. i. 16, 17, 
by way of proving that Jeſus Chriſt has the ſame 
attributes with his God and Father, it might have 
been obſerved, that every expreſſion in the original 
ſeems to be deciſive of his inferiority, by exhibiting 
him as the Father's miniſter. The words are, ey avr@ 
zur, Ta Tarmra—Ta Tera I aura £xTTTU— 
r rr fv zuT@ gvverTie. The prepoſitions &y 
and qu never, I think, expreſs primary indepen- 
dent agency. To convey that idea indiſputably, 
the Apoſtle muſt have uſed the prepoſition ù xo, or 
perhaps Tzpz; é and dia meaning, ordinarily at 
leaſt, the agency of a miniſter, a perſon employed 
under the controul of a firſt mover. This, there- 
tore, I take to be the ſenſe of the original words; by 
his miniſtration all things were created——all things 
have been created by his miniſtratton——by him, that 
is, by his miniſtration all things (the whole univerſe, 
if you pleaſe) conſiſt, cohere, and continue as one 
regular connected ſyſtem. You, however, ſeem 
to be one of thoſe, who chooſe not to hang their 
faith upon an & x or an en, though the true ſenſe 
of all language depends, in a very great degree, 
on the right underſtanding of its particles. The 
innumerable blunders you have been drawn 1nto 
by the Engliſh tranſlation, mult entirely ruin your 
reputation as a ſcholar; or if you really knew 
better, 
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better, and gave an undue preference to the tranſ- 
lation, becauſe it was moſt for your purpoſe, you 
have been your own enemy in a ſtill more material 
reſpect. 
But the worſt part of your ill luck, in adducing 
this paſſage as a proof of your propoſition, has not 
yet been pointed out. It will ruin your favourite 
diſtinction of two natures in Chriſt, and conſe- 
quently the whole Athanaſian hypotheſis, irre- 
trievably. For, how ſay you, Sir? ſhall we impute 
this wonderful work of creation to Chriſt in“ his 
greater nature,“ as he was God; or ſhall we con- 
ſider him as having created all things in heaven and 
in earth, in “ his leſs nature,” as he was man? It 
behoves you to make a deliberate choice. If you 
ſay the former, then here is what amounts to the 
politive aſſertion of an inſpired Apoſtle, that Chriſt, 
in his grcater nature, is inferior to the Father: For 
we are told, in the words preſently following, that 
he effected this greateſt of his mighty works by the 
fullneſs, which it pleaſed the Father to confer upon 
him; which communication of the Father would 
have been both unneceſſary, and impoſlible, if 
Chriſt had been abſolutely perfect before. If, on 
the contrary, you ſay, that he created all things in 
heaven and in earth, as he was man; then you can- 
not mean that he had any concern in the original 
O creation, 


_ 
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creation,- which was paſt, many ages, before he 
exiſted in his human nature. On this ſuppoſi- 
tion, you give a Socinian ſenſe to the words, and 
add one more to the liſt of Hereſies, that have 
already been proved upon you, having quoted the 
paſſage to no kind of purpoſe whatſoever. 


ADDENDA 
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XXI would hope that the man, who uns 
() dertakes to give a ſtrict mathematical de- 
monſtration of this propoſition, © The Son 

cc ig 6ne with the Father, God,” is not well aware, 
that a mathematical demonſtration is a ſeries of 
propoſitions, every one of which, is either intui- 
tively certain; or has been before proved by ſome 
medium intuitively certain, and finally producing 
infallible certainty in the conſequence, a certainty 
that precludes all poſſibility of objection. If this 
be ſo, what muſt be thought of the pretended De- 
monſtrator, whoſe laſt ſtep is to this effect; „It 
* may be objected, that this propoſition is not 
e contained in the Holy Scriptures in ſo many 
« words; and if it he ſo objected, we can only 
* anſwer, that we preſume, but cannot prove, that 
it was taught verbally by the Apoltles?” What 
muſt we not think of him, if kis adverſary can reply, 
as in this caſe he truly may, There is no reaſon 
to preſume that ſuch a propoſition was verbally 
5 « taught 
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6 taught by the Apoſtles, becauſe the contrary is 
e expreſsly and tepeatedly affirmed in their writ- 
« ings, viz. that the Father, perſonally diſtinguiſh- 
* ed from the Son, is the only true God?” Have 


you really no remorſe, when you charge ſo flat a 


contradiction on the inſpired Apoſtles of our bleſſed 
Lord, when you ſuppoſe their verbal preaching to 
have been directly contrary to their written in- 
ſtructions? 


But farther; did you hear the Apoſtles verbally 
deliver ſuch a doctrine, or can you produce the 
evidence of any credible witneſs who did? If not, 
furely it is not fair to fuppoſe a matter of fact, of 
which there is po more proof, than of a thing 
that was never yet conceived to exiſt. But grant- 
ing at laſl that the Apoſtles, in their verbal preach- 
ing, uſed ſuch a form of words, what will be the 
conſequence? The words Father and Son in their 
mouths either were terms of human language, or 
they were not. If they were not, we can know 
nothing at all of the ideas intended to be conveyed 
by them, becauſe they have come down to us ut- 
terly unexplained. they were terms of human 
language, we muſt underſtand them as they mean 
in human language; / and then, f the Son can be one 
with his Father, the very ſame analogy, the 
daughter may be ane with her mother, and by the 
ſtricteſt conſequence, all the men, and all the wo- 

men, 
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men, that have exiſted upon earth ſince the firſt 
parents of mankind, are but one man, and one 
woman; and thus truth, and reaſon, and com- 
mon ſenſe are, by one bold ſtroke, exterminated 
from the earth. 

I am far from charging this conſequence to your 
intention, but it neceſſarily follows from your pre- 
miſes. The time however may come, when even 
you may look back to the preſent day with finccre 
regret, when you may be heartily aſhamed of ſome 
imputations you have caſt on Mr, Lindſey, and 
feel compunction for the poiſoned daggers, which 
you have ſtuck in the moral character of an amiable 
and venerable Prelatc: It is poſſible that you may 
ſometime know experimentally, how indiffoluble a 

bond knits the truly Chriſtian Spirit to God's 
faithful word, and ceaſe to wonder, that it de- 
ſpiſes all the commandments-and interpretations of 
men, which pretend to controul or contradict that 
infallible inſtructor, I ſay this with the greater 
hope, becauſe I have known converſions, every 
way as improbable, brought about by time and cool 
reflection; your prejudices may grow weaker, and 
maturer judgment extinguiſh the fire of your pre- 
ſent zeal, and that youthful temerity which now 
prompts you to court popular applauſe, by caper- 
ing on the edge of a frightful precipice. If how- 
ever I am miſtaken in this charitable hope; if either 
you 
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you deſperately reſolve not to ſee the danger, op 
from ſome incurable defect in your optic organy 
cannot ſee it; in either caſe, as you may for age 
live forty or fifty years, you will probably then 
have the unenviable honour of being the ſolitary 
admirer of your own atchievements. For light 
Is gone abroad, and ſhines too clearly to be now 
ſmothered; except the world ſhould again relapſq 
into the barbariſm of the thirteenth century &. 


But to drop theſe reflexions, what at preſent I 
wiſh to do, is to add ſomething, by way of confir« 
mation, on a few topics not ſo fully inſiſted on be. 


* In that century the Council of Lateran, which gave the 
firſt eſtabliſhment to the Athanaſian Creed, was held by Pope 
Innocent III. who likewiſe procured the eſtabliſhment of its 
ſiſter abſurdity, Tranſubſtantiation, Both theſe were worthy 
of men and of times, illiterate to a degree almoſt inconceivable, 
Of theſe men, and theſe times, a moſt reſpectable Hiſtorian 
now living has remarked, “ that many dignified Eccleſiaſtics 
« could not ſubſcribe the Canons of thoſe Councils, in which 
« they were members.“ And the Pope himſelf was ſo ignq- 
rant, that, in a ſolemn harangue, he derived the Hebrew word 
Paſcha (Paſſover) from the Greek verb ae, ſignifying to ſuſ · 
fer. See Benjamin Ben Mordecai's firſt letter, page 35, where he 
quotes Robertſon's hiſtory of Charles V. and where much uſeful 
information will be found on this {ubje&t. So excellently were 
they qualified for ſorming articles of faith, and binding their de» 
ciſions on all ſuture ages. | 
fore, 
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fore, and to conſider a few paſſages of your book, 
which ſeem peculiarly calculated to prejudice the 
cauſe of truth, by _— or miſleading the weak 
or ill-informed, 


At page 31 of Remarks, the Greek words 6 wy 
& 2% Gp are tranſlated who was in heaven, the 
context neceſſarily requiring that it ſhould be un- 
derſtood as expreſſing a thing paſt. Authorities 
are there produced, that ſuch is its ſignification in 
other places of Scripture, and to theſe I now add 
the following authorities of the moſt approved 
Claſſics, which prove to a demonſtration that the 
participle of the preſent tenſe is uſed of a thing 
prior to the time of the verb.“ Hiempfal etiam 
antea Deſpiciens ignobilitatem Jugurthæ — dextra 
Atherbalem aſſedit. Salluſt. Bell. Jugurth. Hiemp- 
fal, who had before deſpiſed the meanneſs of Ju- 
gurtha's birth, ſeated himſelf on the 2 hand of 


Atherbal.“ 


UP wy 
Oxyo per autos, T Is TIKTOYEAN uro 


Tois cow are, JvaTywor Taſer. 
Soph. Odip. Tyr. 1270. 


« By whom himſelf was ſlain, and left me to his 


own ſon, to be made an unhappy mother by him, 
whom 


” 
. ” 
— _ ﬀ.. - 
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whom 7 brought forth.“ Et Ti hefe. roy TpoTov, $f 
or re 9, db QN ToxaTapyas, 0 bνν r. 
Demoſt, Olynth, 3. p. 125. Mounteney's Edition, 


ce Tf any one conſider the means, by which Philip, 
who was originally weak, is become powerful.” 


The argument (page 36, of Remarks) to prove 
the preſent to be a tenſe of all times, may be cloſed 
by an authority, which you will hardly venture to 
gainſay, that of the Sacred Writers themſelves, 
by whom it is frequently uſed to expreſs both paſt 
and future time. Thus ſays St. Matthew, xxvii. 24. 
wr de 0 IIA rs ot 8fty E AEI, A A 
VopuSos TIN ETA, Aabwy ud wp eme Tas yepas: 
When Pilate ſaw that he prevailed nothing, but 
that rather a tumult wa made, he took water, and 
waſhed his hands, St. Mark alſo thus uſes this 
very verb e971, ii. 1. Kai nzwobn ors us de E LTI 
and it was noiſed abroad, that he was in the houſe, 
We find the ſame idiom twice in one chapter of 
St. Luke, xa: rel idee Tov Inowr 715 ESTIN, 
xix. 3. and he ſought to ſee Jeſus, who he was. And 
une TreptCodiv Jia to dle urs dr. rep ona 
MEAAEI 1 Ezomac Te bes araqavetai. 11. He 
ſpake a parable unto them, becauſe they thought 
that the kingdom of God was immediately to ap- 

pear 


„ 


pear. In the ſame Evangeliſt the preſent is put for 
the future tenſe, no leſs than three times within 
the compaſs of four verſes, as will appear to any 
one, who will read verſes 3 34, 35s Ah of the 
nen 3 or 


ale ** 0 the firſt edition of the Rematks, 
have: inadvertently done you ſome injuſtice, by 
ſuppoſing that you argued from that worſhip, 
which Jeſus Chriſt received while he converſed on 
earth, to a proof of his Supreme Godhead, How 
fell into this blunder might be naturally enough 
accounted for, but I chooſe to confeſs that I ought 
to have been more careful; and hope (criminality 
will not be imputed, where nothing but fair deal- 
ing was intended. I muſt however have leave to 
think, that your whole argumentation; grounded 
on thoſe prayers, and that worſhip, which you 
ſuppoſe the Apoſiles and their contemporarĩes ad- 
dreſſed to our Lord after his aſcenſion into heaven, 
is extremely inconcluſive; Let it bo ſuppofeti( fur 
I mean not to diſpute this point with you) though 
not granted till better proof appear, that they did 
pray to him, and worſhip him, not ub preſent. 
It appears to me, with the moſt: convincing cti- 
dence, that it was impoſſible for them to do either, 
as to the one Supreme God. They knew indeed 
that he had all power in heaven and in earth, but 
P they 
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16 
they knew alſo that this power was not originally 
his own, but given him by the Father. On this ac+ 
count they might pray to him, as commiſſioned to 
hear and grant their petitions, but they could 
never conceive of him as that God, who gives all 
things, and can receiye nothing; as made perfect by 
ſufferings , though neceſſarily immutable and im- 
pailible; as a God, who beth died and roſe and re- 
vived to this end, that he might. be Lord both of dead 
and living +, though he had been Lord of all things 
from everlaſting, and 3 could depoſe him 
from his dominion. 


That the Scriptures allow an inferior kind of 
worſhip to be payed to a perſon inferior to the Su- 
preme God, is deciſively proved by St. John's be- 
haviour to the Angel. Rev. xxii. 8. J John ſaw 
theſe things and heard them; and when 1 had beard 
and ſeen, I fell down to worſhip before the feet of the 
Angel, which ſhewed me theſe things. St, John con- 
feſſedly knew 'the perſon, whom he meant to 
worſhip to be not Supreme God; the Angel had 
informed him of his true character; yet with all 


this conviction on his mind, he makes a tender of 


that, which if it were idolatry, was deliberate on 


0 Heb, i. 10. + Rom, xiv. 1. 


Ge) 
his part, and not the leſs ſinful, becauſe it was re- 
jected by the Angel. Is it poſſible, that he, whoſe 
whole long extended life had been ſpent in propa - 
gating the knowledge of the one true God, and 
of the honour due to him alone; to whom ſo ex- 
traordinary illuminations of the Holy Spirit had 
been vouchſafed, for the very purpoſe of break - 
ing down the ſtrong holds of idolatry; to whom 
the woes, which are finally to overwhelm idolaters, 
had juſt before been exhibited in ſuch a variety of 
terrifying repreſentations, ſhould cloſe the ſcene 
of his life and preaching, with an covert act, 
utterly repugnant to all ideas of true religion, 
with a deliberate tender of divine honour, to an ac- 
knowledged creature? 


The Angel however, you may reply, rejected 
the offer. Can therefore no reaſon be given for 
this rejection, but that he thought it ſinful for the 
one to give, and the other to receive the offered 
worſhip? Ves; the Angel himſelf gives a moſt ſa- 
tisfactory one. See thou do it not; for I am thy fel- 
low-ſervant, and of thy brethren the Prophets. He, 
who gave commiſſion to me, has given the ſame ta 
thee alſo; and thus we are upon a level, being 
made joint and equal miniſters of the ſame glori- 
ous diſpenſation. Worſhip God therefore, who 

P 2 has 


ſolely due. 


( 18 ) 


has made thee à choſen veſſel to himſelf; to whole 
good pleaſure, the great honour of this appoint- 
ment, which ſets thee- in the rank of EY 


But Jeſus Chriſt was worſhipped not only by 
men on earth, but by angels in heaven. It 
will not therefore follow, that Jefts Chriſt is Su- 
preme God. The account, which Holy Scripture 
gives of this matter, is in theſe-words, | When he 
bringeth the fir/t-begotten into the world, he ſaith, let 
all the angels of God worſhip him. Thy throne, O 
God, is for ever and ever *; d ſcepter of righteouſneſs 
is the ſcepter of thy kingdom : Thou haſt loved righte- 
ouſneſs and hated iniquity; therefore God, even thy 
God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladneſs above 
thy fellows +. Is the Son equal to his God and Fa- 
ther, who rewarded him with this pre-eminence 
for his love of righteouſneſs, and hatred of iniquity, 
who thus commanded the angels to worſhip him 
to expreſs his own approbation of his ſingular 
merit? Without contradiction the leſs is bleſſed of the. 
greater; he who received, is inferior to him who 
gave. The angels knew for certain, that n who 
| „ Steil 9 


* Or, Cod is thy throne for ever an ever, which is more 
literal, + Heb: i. 6, 8, 9. nt” 


called 


{ -109 ) 


called for this recognition of his authority to ape 
point, was greater than the perſon appointed by 
him; and conſequently the honour, of whatever 
kind it was, was not paid to Chriſt as Supreme 
God, but as a token of their acceptance of, and 
acquieſcence in the ordinance of the Father, to 
whom they owed the happineſs and glory of their 
own angelic ſtate, and whom they had worſhipped 
long before the firſt-begotten was brought into the 
world, 


The conjecture, that aprayjos (page 92 of Re- 
marks) may poſſibly be a paſlive adjective, ſeems 
to receive farther confirmation from a paſlage in 
Xenophon's Cyropedia, lib. 6. where we read that 
Cyrus, having invented a carriage of a new con- 
ſtruction, to be drawn by eight yoke of oxen, for 


the purpoſe of conveying towers, 7 &pzy eAzjpCart 


T2 aywyis, made a trial how far the drawing of it 
was practicable, 


Inowcome to one or two more of your texts; and 
firſt, for the ſpurious text of John. I do believe, 
* you ſay, the 7th verſe of the 5th chapter of St. 
“ John's firſt Epiſtle, to be at beſt a very dubious 
text But I ſhall beg leave to expreſs myſelf in the 
* words of it——lIn my own perſon, then I fay, 
* that I believe in the Father, the Word, and the 

66 Holy 


Tj 


5 Holy Ghoſt, and theſe three are one.“ Page 148, 
firſt edition, 


Really, Sir, it is a moſt pitiable ceaſe, that, when 
you had the choice of ſuch a multiplicity of un: 
{criptural formularies of faith, you have choſe ſo 
badly; I mean, that you could not hit upon one, 
that would better expreſs your own hypotheſis. 
For the Greek of this text, ſuch as it is, ſays no 
more than this, * There are three that bear witneſs 
“in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy 
„ Ghoſt, and theſe three are not s, but ey, not 

one God, but one thing, or one teſtimony, or 
* agree in one thing, one teſtimony, viz. the teſti- 
te mony that Gad gave of his Sou.” All this therefore 
may be true, and yet the Father may be the one 
true God. If indeed you may be allowed to eke 
out the forgery by a falle tranſlation, then it will 
come up to your purpoſe, when that which was 
only a lie originally, is metamorphoſed into abſur- 
dity. But be all this as you will, let the meaning 
of the words. be ever ſo clear on your ſide, it is 
ſurely a mighty civil compliment, which you pay 
to the impious falſifyer of God's Holy Word, 
when you adopt his ſpurious terms for the formu- 
lary of your faith, and ſeems pretty openly to in- 
ſmuate, that he, who belied the Holy Ghoſt, 
has more of your regard, than the Holy Ghoſt 
himſelf. Free leave however have you, to expreſs 
yourſelf 
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yourſelf as you pleaſe. A man of a more diffident 
ſpirit may be inclined to give the preference to 
Holy Scripture; and it is hoped he may have 
the ſame leave, to which he has certainly a better 
right, to expreſs his faith in words, which af- 
ſuredly cannot be wrong, becauſe they were utter- 
ed by God's infallible Spirit, who poſitively affirms 
that there is no true God, but the Father only. 


At page 157, of your firſt edition, we read as 
follows; © Jeſus Chriſt reveals himſelf to St. John 
jn the following words, Theſe things faith the 
ce firſt and the laſt, which was dead and is alive. 
« Rev. ii. 8. God ſays to Iſaiah, Iam the firſt and 
* the laſt, and beſides me there is no God. Iſa. xliv. 6. 
« Hence we ſee that, beſides the firſt and the laſt, 
„ there is no God. But Jeſus Chriſt ſays, I am 
t the firſt and I am the laſt; the concluſion is, 
te that beſides Jeſus Chriſt, one with the Father, 
$ there is no God.“ 


The logical concluſion, as you, diſregarding one 
half of the words, have choſe to underſtand the 
text, and according to the hypothelis which you 
adopt of different perſons, can only be, that be- 
ſides Jeſus Chriſt, 20% is not the Father, there is no 
God, and conſequently that the Father is hot God. 
But you muſt bear to be reminded, that this ex- 
preſſion of St. John, The firſt and the laſt, which 


Tad, 


SS 


«vas dead and is alive, bears not the moſt diſtant res 
ſemblance to this expreſſion in Iſaiah, I am the firſt 
and the laſt, and beſides me there is no God. The 
latter may be a proper deſcription of the one true 
God, and the former be totally incompatible with 
all hiz attributes. Let us take all the words intg 
the account, and look at your argument through 
the medium of a ſyllogiſm, 


Hz, who in Ifaiah ſtiles himſelf the firft and the 
laſt, is the one true God, beſides whom there is ng 
other, who, as St. Paul informs us, alone hath im. 
mortality, 1 Tim. vi. 14, 1 5, and cannot die. 


Bur Jeſus Chriſt, in the book of Revelation, 
ſtiles himſelf the firſt and the loft, who was dead. 


TatREFORE, Jeſus Chriſt, who was dead, is 
the one Supreme God, 20 could not die. 


A paltry Logician, of the ſtamp of a Chilling- 
worth, or a Locke, would have brought out a 
directly contrary conſequence, and have ſaid, Je- 
e ſus Chriſt, 20 did die, is not the Supreme God, 
& 0 could not die.” If therefore, the text had 
been left in common hands, what a misfortune 
would Orthodoxy have ſuffered? The peſtilent 
Unitarian Hereſy would have lifted its head aloft, 


and have added this to the numberleſs other paſ- 


ſages 


( 113 ) 

ſages of Scripture, that directly aſſert the Son's in- 
feriority to the Father. Common men are equal 
to common occaſions; but a deſperate ſituation is 
the ground, where extraordinary genius diſplays 
itſelf. Of this you have here afforded a notable in- 
ſtance; an obſtruction ſeemed to be in your way, 
as impregnable as a brazen wall, but you paſſed 
through with as ſmall an effort, as an elephant 
would ſweep away a cobweb. 


One thing, however, you have forgot, which 
may eaſily be ſet right in your third edition. I 
mean you may then inform us, what became of the 
univerſe and all its complicated machinery, while 
the Supreme God, he, who could not die, was dead. 
For my own part, I ſhould have thought, that, if 
he, whoſe infinite power and infinite wiſdom are 
neceſſary to its exiſtence in every moment, had 
been dead, * chaos muſt have come again,” and 
2 new creation, of which, however, we have no 
account, muſt have been neceflary. Till therefore, 
you have cleared up this difficulty, which I doubt 
not you can do as effectually, as you have many 
others, I ſhall take the liberty to ſuppoſe, that the 
firſt and the laſt who could not die, and the firſt and 
the laſt who did die, are very different Beings; ſa 
different, that the latter js entirely dependent on 
the former; that with regard to the former, fr/? 
and laſt reſpect time and duration, with regard to 
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the latter rank and condition, as it is ſain the 
goſpels, the fir ſhall be laſt, and the laſt firſt; 


J conceive, therefore, the now glorified Son of 


God to ſpeak to this effect; „I, who expired in 
the character of a flave upon the croſs, am now 
raiſed by the good pleaſure of my God and Father, 
to dominion over every gradation of beings in the 
univerſe, Angels, and authorities, and powers being 
made ſubjeft unto me *, who am myſelf ſubject untg 
him, who did put all things under me +.” 


This is the laſt of your Scriptare-proofs, witlr 
which I mean to have any concern, and I muſt in- 
treat you ſeriouſly to review it. If you take it by 
the handle, which you have fitted to it for your 
purpoſe, it proves that the Father is not Supreme 
God; if you take it by the handle given to it by 
the Sacred Writers, it proves, beyond a poſſibility 
of reply, that the Son is not Supreme God; and 
take it by whatever handle you pleaſe, it will 
prove that you are more anxious for the fate 
of your hypotheſis, than for the honour and con- 
ſiſtency of God's Holy Word. 


Though I meddle no more with your Scripture” 
proofs of the Trinitarian doctrine, I muſt here take 
the liberty of a full and free expoſtulation, with 

®* x Pet, iii. 2 7. + r Cor. xv. 


regard 
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regard to two charges en by you againſt Mr, 
Lindſey. 


For the firſt; He tells us, you ſay &, © that all 
e Chriſtian people, for upwards of three hundred 
« years after Chriſt, till the Council of Nice, 
were generally Unitarians.“ Yes, Sir, he does 
tell you ſo; but he does more; he informs you 
where you may fiad it proved by © accumulated 
e evidence.” This evidence yon ought at leaſt to = 
have confuted, before you had accuſed him of 2H 
* bold and unſupported affertion.” But it was 4 
more for your convenience to blaſt his reputation 
as a falſifyer, if haply your attempt ſhould ſucceed, 
by a contrary aſſertion, bold in the higheſt degree, 
and ſupported by nothing at all, but the aſſurance 
of the man who makes it. You could not be ig- 
norant, at leaſt you ought not to have been igno- 
rant, that the queſtion here regarded: ſolely Eccle- 
ſiaſtical hiſtory, poſterior to the times of the 
Apoſtles; and your buſineſs was to bring ſome 
proof from authentic writers of thoſe times, that 
the Trinitarian was then the general doctrine. 
This being the true ſtate of the queſtion, the opi- 
nion of the Apoſtle John is quite beſide the pur- 
poſe; and though you pretend, on his authority, 
to take away © the firſt of theſe three centuries,” 


* Layman, page 155. 
Q 2 this, 


tf a6 } 


this, as I truſt it ſufficiently: appears, is mere 
matter of imagination, much like the feat of the 
facetious Knight, who boaſted of peppering ſo 
many of the rogues in buckram, though his rapier 
was ſtained by no blood but his own. You have 
indeed laid luſtily about you with your Sophiſtical 
cudgel, but if any livid tumours have been the 
conſequence, they will be found on your own 
ſhoulders only, who have not produced one text 


that proves any thing to your purpoſe, and 10 
many that prove directly againſt it. 


One cannot, however, be furprized at your uns. 
eaſineſs at this part of Mr. Lindfey's book: For 
it will go a great way to overthrow the whole of 
your's, If, as you grant, the Trinitarian doctrine 
is not expreſly taught in the Scriptures; if alſo it 
was for ſo long a time ſo little known among the 
primitive Chriſtians, here is the ſtrongeſt preſump- 
tive proof, that it had not been taught verbally by: 
the Apoſtles; and conſequently that there is no 
proof at all for it, except ſuch as may be extracted 
from the written records, by the racks and tortures: 
of ſuch an 3 as you have ſhewn _— 
to be *. 


Tour 


* When a propoſition is te be deduced from another, ſuppoſed 
to contain it by implication, it can be done only by juſt rea- 


ſoning 


1 
Your other charge is, that the Apologiſt has 


4 « beſtowed nearly half his book to inſtill prejudices 
r .« favourable to his cauſe” (p. 2.) What therefore 
e are thoſe prejudices, which he has inculcated with 
1 ſuch “ ſuperfluous diligence? Why, it turns out, 


that he has written a chapter on the diabolical per- 
ſecution 


Ul 


ſoning. Some people, however, have a trick of ſtumbling in 
the ſteps of their argumentation, and even of ſhutting their eyes, 
Jeſt they ſhonld meet with ſomething unpleaſing in the proſpect. 
If you are diſcovered to have done the one, or both of theſe, 
you muſt excuſe men, who deſire to walk circumſpeRly, and 
to ſee where they ſet their feet, if they cannot give you entire 
credit, Certainly it is but an aukward kind of ſuppoſition, 
which admits that, what you would call the firſt principle and 
main pillar of Chriſtianity, is left for Chriſtians cf all ſorts of 
underſtanding to deduce ſor themſelves, as well as they can, from 
premiſes ſo doubtful, that the generality of them for a long | 
courſe of time, and a large part of them in all times, miſſed of 
a truth, of all others the moſt neceſſary. Three or four words, | 
which are now no where to be found in the Sacred Writings, if 
they had been expreſſed but once in any part of them, would 

have put the matter out of doubt; and it is the more wonderful | 
they were not, becauſe the Scriptures are granted to be ſuffici- 
ently explicit, with regard to all other points of faith or prac- | 
tice, points conſeſſedly of vaſtly inferior conſequence. That | 
the firſt Chriſtians really knew little or nothing of your favourite | 
doctrine, there is the greateſt reaſon to believe, and you muſt | 
by no means be allowed to call it a bo/d and unſupported aſſertion, 
till you have invalidatcd all the authorities referred to in the 
following quotation. The writer of the letter, ſrom which it 
tr 
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ſecution of thoſe, who ſuffered unto death for the 
Vnitarian' doctrine. This, it ſeems, is an unfair 
attempt to prejudice his readers, and ſend them 
with a bias on their minds to the conſideration of 
his Scripture-proof, 

3 Mr. 


is taken, knew what he ſaid, as well as any man, and poſſibly 
you may find it the hardeſt taſk you ever did, or ever will en: 
gage in, to convict him of tripping. © I was miſtaken in di- 
s recting you to Euſebius for the matter you wott of. You | 
* ſhall find it in a witneſſe much farther from exception herein 


than Euſebius, even Athanaſius himſelfe, the greateſt adver: 


te {ary of that doctrine, and Hilary, who was his ſecond. See 
« the firſt in £p. de Synodis Arim, ef Seleuc. p. 917. D. Tom. 1. 
« Edit. Pariſ. 1627. See the ſecond de Synodis, Fol. 97. In 
* the firſt you ſhall find, that the eighty Fathers, which con- 
te demned Samoſatenus, affirm'd expreſsly, that the Sonne is not 
&« of the ſame eſſence of the Father; which is to contradict for- 
ie mally-the Council of Nice, which decreed the Sonne co-eſſentiall 
eto the Father, In the ſecond, you ſhall find theſe words to 


c the ſame purpoſe, Octeginta Epiſcopi olim reſpuerunt md Ho- | 


& mouſion. See alſo, if you pleaſe, Juſtin. cont. Tryph. p. 283, 
66356, 357. Tertull. againſt Praxeas, c. 9. Novatian de Trinit. 
ein fine, who is joined with Tertullian. Athanaſ. Ep. de fide 
4% Dion. Alex. T. 1. p. 551. Baſil. T. 11. p. 802, 803, edit. 
« Pariſ. 1618. See St. Hierom, Apel. 7 cont. Ruffinum, 
&« T. 11. p. 329. Paris, 1579. See Petavits upon Epiph. his 
& Panar. ad Hæ. 6g, que eſt Arii. p. 285; and conſider how 
cc well he clears Lucian the martyr from Arianiſme, and what he 
e there confeſſes of all the ancient Fathers. 
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had before mainta 
the immediate ſucceſſors of the 


a long time generally Vnita- 


rians; that this was the faith ot a great 
tin racks and executions 


o be reſiſted by 


10 p. 633, 

« theſe wordes: 
4% would ſubmit te the judgment e 
« dent to that of 
& ficulty of it, but world preſſe himſelfe, 

« might be mains to 61 of tht 
« authors of 
« Tertullian, 


% Sonne 11 the f 
«« manded the Sonne in the works 
4 and the Sonne are ud et aliud; 
« now hold, now when the language 


« amin'd, 


of creation ; 
which things he | 
of the Church is more e 


« If you read gellatmine 
e find, that he is troubled 'exceedingly d 
of the Fathers before 


« gloſſes for the ſpeeches 
4 Nice, which are againft him; and yet ne conceeles the 
: « ſtrongeſt of them; and to count them cites zu bort 
4. that have indeed ancient na whom he nimſelſe 
( has liigmatiz d for puriont | 


« Ecce 


and mother, wife and children, nay, life 225 for the 
love of that, which appeared to them with the ful. 


leſt 


© againſt them in this matter, And Fiſhar in his anſwere to 


Pr. White's nine queſtions, has a Place almoſt Parallel to that 


«In a word, whoever ſhall freely 
* of this thing, 


** Weapons againſt the Arrians are in 


the ancient Fathers, they are 
and ſcarce ever Opponenes ; 
elle, Or at leaſt be very inclinable 
Ine of Arrius is elther a Truth, or 


were Unitarian, equally at Jeaſt with 
With the name, | 


It 


( ) 


leſt evidence of truth, and of importance fo infi- 
nite; whom no terrors of this world, no pains, nor 
ſhapes of death could overawe into a diſavowal, or 
diſſembling of the conviction of their conſcience. 
This is manifeſtly another link in that chain of ar- 
gument, which is cloſed and compleated by his ap- 

| | R peal 


It is certain that by the term zu they meant not the /ame 
numerical, but only the ſame generical ſubſtance, that'is, that 
as, in the human nature, the ſon is of the ſame human ſub- 
ſtance with his father, ſo Jeſns Chriſt is of the ſame Divine ſub- 
ſtance with tbe ſelf· exiſtent God, though not, like him; ſelf-ex-' 
iſtent: With this meaning, they oppoſed it to the term irzgovoro;, 
on one ſide, which expreſſed the Arian notion, and to puarugicg 
and Tavrouoic;, on the other, which conveyed the idea of the 
Sabellians, allowing the Father to be the cauſe of the Son's ex- 
iſtence, and ſuch an inequality between them, as between Giver 
and Receiver, Cauſe and Efed. This is either granting Su- 
premacy and Priority to the Father, or, to me at leaſt, it is 
talking jargon; but aſter all, this rage for defining was nothing 
better than exceſs of folly. As the criptures have not ſaid 
one word about the ſubſtance of the Son, (I ſpeak with reſpect 
to thoſe Unitarians, who admit his pre- exiſtence) and human 
reaſon, for want of data, is unable to take a ſingle ſtep; men 
may wrangle and abuſe one another till doomſday, and till the 
matter muſt remain covered with its original darkneſs, knowu 
only to God, and to thoſe ſuperior intelligences, to whom He 
may have vouchſafed the means of knowing it. 


The opinion of Alexander of Alexandria, who began the con- 
teſt with Arius, which raiſed ſo mighty a tempeſt in the Chri- 
ſtian world, and occalioned the moſt horrid butcheries and maſ- 


ſacres, 


®, 
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peal to the Holy Scriptures. For though it wilt 
not follow from the ſufferings of thoſe renowned 
heroes, that they were certainly in the right; yet, 
ſomething of no little conſequence will follow, viz. 
that the ſufferers ſaw the evidence in an irreſiſtible 
light, and that their barbarous murderers ſaw it 

not 


ſacres, was indiſputably Unitarian. It may be read in Dr. Jor- 
tin's Remarks on Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, lib. 3. p. 180, 181, as 
recorded by Theodoret in words literally tranflated as follows; 
The Son— is inferior to the Father, only in that he was not 
* unbegotten——as the Lord himſelf taught us, ſaying, my Fa- 
e ther is greater than I.” Mr. Burgh ſays Chriſt's inferiority 
reſpected only his human nature. Is Mr. Burgh conſiſtent with 
Alexander, or would he have been accounted orthodox in 
Alexander's dioceſe? Again; © there is a wide diſtance be- 
e tween the unbegotten Father, and the things which were 
ce created by him out of nothing (it d sr) -u poorrweca, in- 


es termediate between which (the unbegotten Father and the 
ee things created by him) the only begotten Nature, by which 
4 ( 5;, by whoſe miniſtry) the Father of God the Word made 


ec the univerſe out of nothing, was begotten ſrom the ſelf-ex- 


cc iſtent Father himſelf.” He who will ſay, that this provrevera 


voie, this middle nature, is one and the ſame with, or equal 
to, the unbegotten Father, may with as good reaſon ſay, that 
it is one and the ſame with, or equal to the things which were 
produced ont of nothing. The middle is in the ſame relation to 


both extremes, Such was orthodoxy at the beginning of the 
fourth century; towards the cloſe of the eighteenth her features 


are all changed, and not a champion of her youth would couch 
a lance in ber defence. | 


« The 


( 23 ) 
not in a weak one, when they thus publicly ac- 
knowledged, that the profeſſion of the contrary 


tenet could not be ſecured, but by a ſort of ar- 
gument, utterly contradictory to the humane and 


merciful Spirit of the Goſpel. 


There ſeems, therefore, to be nothin g either im- 
pertinent or unfair, in the exhibition of theſe ſhock- 


« The difference, Dr. Jortin remarks, between Alexander 
« and the 9emiarians ſeems not to have been great, yet Pacho- 
« mius, the Monk, had a revelation, which directed him to fol - 
« low the doctrine of Alexander. Such was the teſtimony; 
e which God gave to the pure and orthodox faith of this holy Pre- 
tate, who was ſoon to be attacked by the caluymies of the 
« Arians, Tillemont. H. E. vi. 216. I1f this be true, a man 
may be orthodox, without coming fully up to that ſtandard of 
e orthodoxy, which was fixed in later ages. Monſieur Jurieu, 
e whoſe zeal againſt Hereſy is well known, aſſures us that the 
te fundamental articles of Chriſtianity were not underſtood by 
* the Fathers of the three firſt centuries, that the true ſyſtem 
« began to be modelled into ſome ſhape by the Nicene Biſhops, 
« and was afterwards immenſely improved and beautified by 
© the following Synods and Councils, that is; by the Jurieus 
te of the fourth and fifth centuries. Thus did this warm and 
« jmprudent writer make conceſſions as large and liberal as his 
tc adverſaries could deſire, and deliver himſelf up to be buffetted 
« by the Socinians, whom he treated as tlie vileſt of all Heretics.” 
The Jurieu of our times will probably take a different route, and 
in ſpite of their own moſt expreſs words, prove, in his way, 
that the Chriſtians of the three firſt centuries, were in all poiuts 
Pſeudo-Athanaſians, 


* ing 
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ing ſcenes; But if there is, you have profited by 
the example, and ſo far as a frightful aſſertion can 
do the bufineſs, have provided for your readers 3 
plentiful fund of prejudice of the moſt efficient 
kind, to enſure a deciſion in your favour. When 
at your very outſet, you affirm, that the Apolo 
giſt's * deſign was to affail every fundamental doc- 
« trine of the Church, to degrade the God of our 
6 ſalvation, and to ſnatch from us the object of 
* our religion,” you could mean no other, than 
to terrify weak and ill-informed men, by an appre- 
henſion, that, if they were not convinced by your 
arguments, they might as well turn Infidels, and 
reſt their future hopes on God's uncovenanted 
mercies. This, it muſt be owned, is a capital ma · 
nœuvre; this laying of a ſtumbling- block on the 
very threſhold, is an honourable proof of the dex- 
terity of the craitſman, though not of his boaſted 


impartialit y. 


It would have been foon enough in all reaſon to 
pronounce this damnatory ſentence, when you 
had made out your main point; becauſe, if you 
have failed in that, as to unprejudiced judges you 
may now appear to have done, Mr. Lindſey can 
have done no harm by delivering the ſimple truth. 
If your fundamental doctrine be the fundamental 
doctrine only of a political church, the ſooner ſuch 
a foundation is not a//ailed only, but ſhaken and 

| eraſed 


\ 


E 


eaſed, the ſooner the glorious Goſpel will be re- 
ſtored to its powers, and lay hold on the hearts 


can and conſciences of men. Let us ſuppoſe your 
TS 2 point to have been proved: It can be proved 
ient to thoſe only, who ſee tlie evidence; and in that 
hen caſe the Trinitarian doctrine may be true, and yet 
No. it may be falſe that the diſbelief of it will be at- 
oe. tended with any ſuch fatal conſequence, to thoſe 
ur who after their beſt endeavours, after the moſt at- 
of tentive ſtudy of the Sacred Writings, and an 
n honeſt application of the © common notions written 


« by God in the hearts of all men *,“ ſee no reaſon 
to believe it. 1 will venture to affirm, that, inde- 
pendently on the truth or falſhood of the Trinita- 
rian doctrine, the ſuppoſition, that appropriates the 
privileges and advantages of the Goſpel to ſuch a 

belief, is contrary to Scripture, and conſequently 
falſe, - I call upon you for a ſingle paſlage, that 
puts the ſalvation of mankind upon a belief, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is the very ſame one true God, as his 
God and Father. If you do produce one, I will 
then intreat you to reconcile it, with thoſe num- 
berleſs texts, which promiſe everlaſting life on very 
different terms. 


When our Saviour aſked his Apoſtles, em ſay 
ye that I am? Mat, xvi. 16. Was the anſwer, thou 


* Chillingworth, page 15, edit. 10. 
art 
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art Chriſt, the one true God? No, Sir; Sinon 
Peter anſwered and ſaid, thou art Chriſt, the Son of 
the living God. That this anſwer was fully [atisfac- 
tory, and fully expreſſed the character he ſuſtain. 
ed, we may be aſſured from the warm approbation 
given to it by him, who beſt knew himſelf, and 
the errand on which he came. Thus it follows 
immediately; Bieſed art thou Simon Barjona; for 
fleſh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but ny 
Father, which is in heaven, What did the Father 


reveal from heaven unto Simon Peter? That Jeſus 


Chriſt was the Son of the living God. Will you 
now ſay, that Mr. Lindſey, and other Unitarians, 
believe not all that Peter here declared, all that was 
thus particularly revealed to him from heaven; 
that they cannot heartily make confeſſion of their 
faith in the very ſame words? I anſwer for them, 
they can, and do. What foundatian of the 
Church of Chriſt therefore can they affail, who 
hold faſt the very faith, which derived upon Peter 
this ſignal benediction of his Lord and Maſter? 


You may ſuppoſe that Peter had other ideas in 
his mind, than thoſe expreſſed by the words Fa- 
ther and Son, and that our Lord underſtood him 
according to ſuch ideas. This would be to you a 
very convenient ſuppoſition, and thus you might 
prove any thing from any thing; if for the ſake 
of making out your point, you might be allowed 

| to 


| thou art Peter; and upon 
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to give to words arbitrary meanings of your n; 
if you inſiſt on impoling 


but, at the ſame time, 
your ſenſe on other men, it will be a falſifying of 


the record, which God gave of his Son; and 

whether 2 matter, deſervedly ſo criminal in courts 

of human judicatory, can be innocent in the moſt 
righteous court of heaven, judge you. There 
cannot however be greater abſurdity, than ſup- 
poſing, as in this caſe you mult ſuppoſe, that theſe 
words, thou art the Chriſt the Son of the living God, 
are equivalent to this expreſſion, tou art the living 


God, whoſe Son thou art *, 


I ſay alſo unto thee, that 
this rock I will build my 
Church, and the gates of hell ſhall not prevail again it. 
You will do a moſt kind office, as well as ſhew 
yourſelf moſt dextrous in the management of your 
weapons, if you will explain 
thoſe can be in danger, ſo far as it depends on be- 
lieving, whoſe faith is that ſolid and impregnable 
foundation, againſt which no machinations Or 
powers of hell {hall prevail. 


Our Saviour goes on; 


in a ſtill more convincing 


This matter may bc ſet 
he trouble to conſult the 


light. If you will take t 


* If God and Son of God are equi 
God; for of him it is Written, 


% 


Luke iii. 38. 
Sacred 


"ls. hos 
-” 


how the ſalvation of 


valent terms, then Adam was 
which was the Sen of Cod. 
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reſpectively may render them fit objects of pardon 
or puniſhment, 


This falſe ſtep, in the very firſt page, was no good 
omen with reſpect to the reſt of your voluminous 
performance; and the unfavourable preſages it oc- 
caſioned have been abundantly verified by the 
event. It would be wonderful indeed, if any 
ſervice could be done to rational religion, ſuch 
a religion as is alone worthy of God to reveal, 
and of man to receive, by a reaſoner, who 
abſolutely diſclaims reaſon, who attempts to ex- 
plain away one of the ſureſt methods *, by which 
ſhe arrives at certainty, when applied to'igvalidate 
certain theological propoſitions, which he is previ - 
ouſly determined to maintain. On this kind of 
argumentation mathematical ſcience depends; and 
if in one caſe it afford ſtrict and irrefragable cer- 
tainty, the ſame cauſe muſt produce the ſame effect 
in all ſimilar caſes, that is, wherever the mind has 
equally clear perceptions. If you deny this conſe- 
quence, it is incumbent on you to give a better. 
reaſon, than you have already given: It can be 
overthrown by nothing leſs clear than itſelf is, and 
if you can bring ſuch a proof, you will have the 
honour of reducing mankind to a moſt hopeleſs and 
pitiable condition; you will leave them without 


* The argument ad abſurdum. Layman, page 202. 
8 certainty 


4 
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certainty, without probability, in all caſes whatſo- 
ever. To ſet up ſuch a principle, and yet attempt 
to reaſon is cum ratione inſanire * in its full extent. 


The great hero of Proteſtantiſm, the incompa- 
rable Chillingworth, had other ſentiments of the 
prerogatives of reaſon. He availed himſelf fo 


effectually of it, in conjunction with the other 


great Proteſtant maxim, the ſufficiency of Scrip- 
ture alone, that he gave Popery its death-wound, 
from which it never yet has, nor ever will recover, 
notwithſtanding the various cordials prepared for 
it by the theological chemiſtry of numberleſs moſt 
diligent and affectionate practitioners. In his eſti- 
mation, reaſon bore the ſtamp of Divine authority, 
and to be contrary to reaſon was a certain evidence 
of falſhood f. On this ſolid rock, your narrow-" 

bottomed 


* To be rationally mad. | 

+ © Whether your requiring men, upon only probable and 
* prudential motives, to yield a moſt certain aſſent unto things 
te in human reaſon impoſſible be not a fair way to make them, 
cc that underſtand themſelves, believe neither Church nor Scrip- 
« ture?” Chillingworth, p. 13, roth edition.“ If yoa mean 
by diſcourſe right reaſon, grounded on Divine Revelation and 
« common notions written by God on the hearts of all men—ir 
eis very meet and rcaſonable, and neceſſary, that men, as in 
« all their actions, ſo eſpecially in that of the greateſt impor- 
& tance, the choice of their way to happineſs, ſhould. be leſt 
© unto it.“ Idem, page 13. * You agree with one conſent, 
« and 


. 


bottomed theory cannot ſtand, and: accordingly 
having accommodated it with convenient foothold 
of more pliable materials, you pride yourſelf in 2 
vain imagination of the ſtrength and ſymmetry of 
an edifice, which neither flood nor tempeſt ſhall 
beat down, but the. gentleſt broth of the feebleſt 
_ adverſary annihilate. Liar $i att 


1 


1 had intended here to claſe your account, but 
cannot reſiſt the temptation. you have thrown in 
my way at your zzoth page. We are there told, 
« that nothing ean be more abſurd. than the idea 
e of a progreſſive religion, which being founded on 
* the declared, not the imagined will of* God, 
«© muſt, if it attempt to proceed, relinquiſh that re- 
« velation, which is its baſis, and ſo ceaſe to be 2 
religion founded upon God's word.“ 


Can you be ignorant; that this very caſe is of 
firmed to have happened, that every eſtabliſhment 
of religion in the world is ſuppoſed, by, proceeding 


« and ſerrle it as a rule unqueſtionable, that no part of religion 
ei can be repugnant to reaſon,” Page 17. To this rule he gives 
his own hearty concurrence, and only blames his adverſaries, 
the Papiſts, for. acting contrary to it. Again, page 45+ 
* What ſhould hinder, but that that prayer, Lord cleanſe thou me 
« from my ſecret ſins, may be heard and accepted by God, 
* from a Proteſtant, that holds ſome error, which, as he con- 
* ceived, God's word, and his reaſon (which is alſo i in ſome ſort 
* Cod's word) led him into?“ 


84 farther 
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farther than ib ought, to have more or leſs * relin- 
4 quiſned revelation, which ought to be its baſis, 
« and conſequently has ſo far ceaſed to be à reli- 
* gion founded” on God's word?” What in ſuch 
4 caſe" is to be done? When ſuch aberrations are 
diſcovered, is it fit or right to ſuffer them to con- 
tinue, and impede the bleſſed effects of the Goſpel? 
Is it not manifeſtly the duty of every Chriſtian, of 
Chriſtian miniſters in particular, who have engaged 
their ſolemn promiſe before God, that they will 
ebe diligent in reading tlie holy Scriptures, and 
& jn ſuch ſtudies as help to the knowledge of the 
& ſame, and that they are determined out of the 
«. ſame Scriptures to inſtruct the people committed 
«to their charge, and to teach nothing (as required 
« of neceſſity to falvation) but that which they 
« ſhall be perfuaded may be concluded and proved 
& by the Scripture *; is it not, I ſay, the duty of 
ſuch to- exert all honeft endeavours, that the chaff 
may be ſeparated from the wheat, all debaſing mix- 
tures from the pure and precious word, however 
they were introduced, whether by the weakneſs 
or wickedneſs, the ignorance or ſelf-concented wiſ- 
dom of former times? Errors are not uſually de- 
tected all at once, and when they are, it is not ſit 
that the reſt of mankind ſhould renounce them on 


the word of the detector: Time will again be ne- 


* Form of ordering of Prieſts. 
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“ from which nothing is to be retrenched, and 0 
* which nothing can be added.” | 


All this is moſt certainly true, and I rejoice from 
my heart, that I have at laſt found one ſentence in 
your bulky volume, to which I can accede with 
full and free aſſent. But while I applaud your ſen- 
timent, I muſt condemn your practice, who have 
raifed fo alarming an outcry about a propoſition; 
which confelledly makes no part of that © one 
e book.” You will ſay, you may interpret; really, 
Sir, 1 would grant that liberty to almoſt any man, 
rather than to you. Ever ſince you took it into 
your head to aſſure us, * that the ſeven ſpirits are 
alſo God, I have had ſome fears, that in your 
next publication, inſtead of a Trinity, you might ſet 
up a Decad of Gods, in order to accommodate 
your converts with a choice of objects, ſome of 
them ſenſible objects, of worſhip. But you muſt be 


allowed to interpret; for yourſelf alone then, and 


at your own peril; if your interpretation be. influ- 
enced by any thing, but the love of truth. If you 
claim to interpret for me, I can find no ſuch doc- 
trine in your one authentic book, and I can- 
not know whether your interpretation may not 
e add to, or retrench from” the meaning of the 
Holy Spirit, except you give me ſome convincing 
proof of your infallibility. Till then, your inter- 


pretation will be to me no part of that one book, 
which 


( 35 
which is my only rule, and where I find the direct 
contrary. If you force it upon me, that is, enact 
penalties for my diſbelief, you force upon me what 
you cannot infallibly know to be contained in the 
book, and if you ſhould happen to be miſtaken 
(and it is as likely you ſhould miſtake as another 
man, over whoſe faith you thus ſet up a claim to 
domineer) you then make ſomething a part of re- 
ligion, which by your own confeſſion ought not 
to be fo accounted, nay, which ought to he reject- 
£d as unauthorized by your rule. Thus, by your 
own conceſſion, your favourite propoſition is by no 
means a neceſſary part of the Chriſtian faith, nor 
ought to be indiſcriminately bound upon every 
man. It may farther be worth your while to con- 
ſider, how you can be certain, how any man can 
poſſibly be certain, that every word and ſyllable of 
that mighty heterogeneous maſs, which paſſes under 
the name of Creeds, Articles, and Rubrics, which 
you have undertaken to defend, and in which the 
proportion of Scriptural propoſitions is infinitely 
ſmall, is exactly conſonant to that © one book,” 
which contains“ all that is demanded of us.“ 


The wonders of this curious page ſeem to be in- 
exhauſtible. We are next told, that “all that it 
« (the written word) contains was as perſpicuous 
i to thoſe, who firſt peruſed it, after the rejection 
* of 
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* of the Papal yoke, as it can be to-us now, or 1 
« jt can be to our a—.. in the fiftieth gene. 


* ration.“ 


If this be ſo, it muſt be our own fault, and we 
have a ſad account to make with regard to the ill 
improvement of our vaſtly ſuperior advantages. 
If our anceſtors were unaffected by that prodigious 
maſs of chilling prejudices, which the ungenial froſt 
of a night of eight hundred or a thouſand years 
had conglobated, they were more than men; and 
if the cheering light, which, ſince their times, has 
beamed upon us, has afforded us no new proſpect, 
we are leſs. I am of opinion, however, that not 
even your orthodox brethren will thank you for the 
aſſertion; a large majority of them have accommo- 
dated the eſtabliſhment to their own taſte, by ex- 
planations and qualifications, which, it is well 
known, leave not even a ſhadow of the ſenſe of the 
Reformers. If the eſtabliſhment cannot ſtand with- 
out theſe perpetually new rough-caſtings, would it 
not be better to give it at once a thorough repair, 
to make it that very thing, © from which nothing 
js to be retrenched, and to which nothing can be 
% added?” Theſe explainers and qualifiers ſeem 
not to be altogether of your opinion, who, if you 
mean any thing, muſt mean, that when a ſyſtem 


of religion has been once eſtabliſhed, it is at leaſt 
ſuperfluous 


( 8. 1 
ſuperfluous ever afterwards to examine it, or 
compare it with the original code, becauſe the 
ſenſe of that code © was as perſpicuous to thoſe, 
« who formed the firſt human eſtabliſhment, as 
« it can be to their poſterity in the fiftieth ge- 
« neration.” This might do very well, if we 
were ſure that the firſt eſtabliſhers were infallible, 
and neither could nor would miſtake the ſeuſe of 
Holy Scripture; and in that caſe the original re- 
cords might as well have been all deſtroyed, when 
we were ſure that we had the quinteflence of them 
infallibly extracted, and that there could be no 
more for us to learn and profit by. Such a doc- 
trine will not, I hope, find many abettors in this 
' Proteſtant country, though, by a proper application 
at the Vatican, nothing lefs than a Cardinal's hat 
would probably be your reward. 


Now, Sir, I muſt bid you adieu, though a retro- 
ſpect of the whole ſubje& would open a wide field 
for intereſting reflections. I will only aſk, is it 
not wonderful, that in this age, enlightened by 
the valuable diſcoveries of ſo many excellent men 
among our predeceſſors, any perſon ſhould be 
found, who thinks himſelf well employed in endea- 
vouring to put out the lights, which they had fer 
up for our direction; and for this very purpoſe, 
adopts and maintains principles, which, if they had 
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ave defended th 

country, not only 
vehemently. an any man perſuade 
Civil liberty will exiſt, where religio 
Where men mu eve, not becau 


« foaming kydrophobia wow 
the © living waters,” nor by in awkward apo. 
ſtrophe to any part of the furniture of your head . 
ſet up to judge your conſcience | 


* Layman, page 175. 1 
Idee the Layman's apoſtrophe to a maitre, page 227. 
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Then gener, will mean colleflivehy, in one ' dge 
gregate ſum, page 61. 


This interpretation is greatly confirmed by the following text 
of St. Paul; 'Ovru; & To is owpe ious iy xgiorh, So we bring 
many are one body in Chriſt. Rom. Xii. 5. Where ovue muſt 
ſignify an aggregate of individuals, called one body an account of 
their common union and connection with Chriſt. In this ſenſe 
the Latin word Corpus is moſt common in the beſt Claſſical 
authors; and in Longinus, Sect. 10. i» v owpa means an aggre- 
gate of ſtriking circumſtances. This meaning; of its derivative, 
Tupelo, is indiſputable, as will appear by every, common 


Lexicon, 
8%; agraypor Iynoara, Page BB, 


That the pureſt Greek writers uſed ſimilar language, to. ex: 
preſs an eager deſire t5 poſſeſs one's ſelf of ſomething, and 
hold it to one's own profit or honour, appears from the follow- 
ing paſſage of Longinus. O Heid Tipaig, ws PIO T Ties 
ipanlouerc;, dt Tel te To Tuxpor xai . Timæus, ſeizing 
it as a prize, quaſi furtivum aliquid arripiens, left not Xeno - 


plion in poſſeſſion even of this frigidity. 
Longin. p. 28. Pearce's edition, 


= 


A LETTER 


A L ET E R. &. 


REVZIEND Six, 
OUR requeſt that I ſhould write to you 

& 4 cc with Chriſtian mildneſs and moderation, 
is moſt reaſonable; and I will, as far as 
poſlible, give you ſatisfaction. Of this mildneſs 
and moderation you and I, as in other matters, 
may have different ideas; in that caſe the public 
muſt judge between us. To that impartial tribu- 
nal I alſo appeal againſt your accuſation, that I 
have treated Mr. Burgh © nagenerouſly” in my 
Remarks. The words levity, ridicule, ſcarrility, 
rancour, and abuſe are eaſily uttered, and, in ſome 
people's mouths, often mean no more, than a con- 
feſſion that they cannot anſwer an adverſary's ar- 
guments. When an author comes before the 
public, he ſubmits himſelf to the judgment of that 
public; and if he appears in ridiculous features and 
accoutrements, they will laugh, and no anſwerer 
can help it, except he would betray his own cauſc. 


I can» 
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I cannot perſuade myſelf that I have treated Mr. 
Burgh with the lcaft ill-nature through my whole 
book, or made one reflection on his moral charac- 
ter, I have exhibited him indeed (and think that 
now needs no further proof) as under amazingly 
ſtrong prejudices, yet writing from ſerious, but 
too haſtily admitted, conviction, on a ſubject he 
very little underſtands, Put together all the 
charges of ungenerous treatment, which you have 
brought againſt me at your 68th and. 69th pages, 
and to what do they amount? That I have called him 
a * thought'eſs youth” and a “ ſtripling;“ that I 
have ſuppoſed that © probably the d (I ſaid good) 
« woman, who nurſed him, had as much know- 
« ledge of his ſubject as hin:ſelt;”” that in one 
place I have faid © now I will cry ſhame,” and in 
another “ repreſented him as likely to become the 
« ſport of malapert children in the ſtieets &. 


To charge the firſt, I reply, that it was the ef- 
fect of a mere charitable diipoſition, and really 
makes for him the very beſt excuſe that can be 
made for a writer, who intruded into a diſpute, 
of which he has a very ſlender knowledge, who calls 
himſelf a © young man,” and manages ſuch wea- 


This is not fairly repreſented. I ſaid, “ if he publicly held 

* this ſort of language,” viz. put Sox for Father in his common 
converſation. 

pons 


in proportion * 


and others with leſs reſer ve. 


Without ſham 
A to approach pres 
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© gr remorſe, 


( 147 


ſtock of foul materials provided to my hand: But 
I committed myſelf only with his reaſoning, and 
cared not how much he might be thought my ſu- 
perior in reviling. In the latter his fund ſeems to 
be inexhauſtible, and you muſt hear him talk in a 
yet more exalted ſtile. At page 1ſt, he ſeems to 
have been privy to Mr. Lindſey's inmoſt thoughts, 
and poſitively aſſures us, that his © deſign was to 
« degrade the God of our falvation, to ſnatch 
« from us the object of our religion;”” and at 
page 80, by a fooliſh dilemma, he lays us under the 
neceſſity of pronouncing both Dr. Clark, and Mr. 


Lindſey -** guilty of an impious and abſurd 61. 


« ghemy. 


I could wiſh to wade no farther in this fink, but 
alas, Sir, there is ſtill much more to follow. Who- 
ever ſhall read the firſt page of his fourth chapter, 
where he deſcribes Mr. Lindſey's impatience of the 
ſervice of Jeſus Chriſt, will not ſuppoſe that he has 
before him the portrait of the mildeſt and meekeſt 
man, but of the wild bull dragging Dirce, of 
whoſe efforts to diſengage himſelf the Poet * ſays, 
The dame, the rock, the oak were drag'd along.“ 
Here are his own words. © He (Mr. Lindſey) 
* bends ſo reluctantly under the eaſy yoke, the 


* Euripides in Longinus, 


U 2 « light 


here: was. plenty of provocation, and a plentiful 
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« light burden of the goſpel; he ſo boiſterouſ- 
« ly daſhes about the bonds of peace, and fo 
« fretfully endeavours to caſt the cords from 
« him.” What a terrible thing, if any honeſt 
man ſhould come within the whirl of one of his 
fetters! But even this is not all the danger. In 
the very ſame ſentence we have the poor Apologiſt 
again under the metaphor of a mad dog; flying 
« with ſuch a foaming bydrophobia from the foun- 
« tains of living waters, that he is really become 3 
% very melancholy ſpectacle.” 


All this I paſſed over in my Remarks, and really 
thought myſelf intitled to ſome thanks from the 
Layman's admirers. Perhaps you now repent that 
ever you mentioned * rancour and ſcurrility ;”” 
but I muſt not ſtop here. Theſe are comparatively 
but harmleſs flowers of his eloquence. Let him 
ſay, if his conſcience will allow him, that he had 
not a particular character in view, when he wrote 
his 227th page. Let him tell us to whom he im- 
putes © the damnable doctrine of doing evil, that 
«© good may come of it,” to whom he aſſigns that 
& mitre, the ſymbol of a double tongue, that is to 
tc ſanctify duplicity and prevarication; which is to be 
<« a ſanction for uttering two /anguages, for telling 
&« a ye for the ſake of telling truth; for entering 


« into terms for the purpoſe of infringing them.” 
Let 


= = — * = = = 


( 1499 ) 


Let him name the object of all that virulence and 
venom, that toſſes and foams through the whole 
of this, if it had an object, malignant apoſtrophe. 
To whom does he ſo magiſterially call, as if con- 
ſtituted judge of the human heart, to deſtend 
« from his throne, to place the mitre upon other 
6% brows, and to put upon his own the helmet of 
* ſalvation.” Will he ſay that this was the invo- 
luntary exploſion of an overcharged ſpleen? If 
it was not, and you think him blameleſs, then I 
am the man wha am © ungeneroully” treated, and 


muſt ſay, 


4 Dat veniam corvis, vexat cenſura columbas.“ 
Juven, 


Thus much in vindication of my treatment of 


Mr, Burgh, who, by the bye, at the time the 
Remarks were written and in the preſs, was a 
nameleſs author; I come now to your Remarks, 
and begin at page 10. You there charge me with 
miſrepreſenting the Layman's meaning with regard 
to the impotence of reaſon to judge of the nature 
of God. The paſſage I had particularly in view, 
though I might have referred to almoſt every pe- 
riod in that ſtrange chapter, was this; 4 The infi- 
e nite and incomprehenſible majeſty of God is an 
object beyond the /imits of reaſon; we are inca- 
e pable of forming any idea of him; and conſe- 

| quently, 


4 


- _— 
8 Pe 


( 150 ) 

4 quently, from at ver ultimate maxims reaſon 
* may proceed with relation to Scripture truth, 
“ ſhe is debarred of any appeal to God: himſelf, or 


« to any imagination ſhe may conceive herſelf able 
& to entertain of him,” 


No theorem can be expreſſed in more univerſal 
terms; in terms, which more abſolutely take in 
every ſuppoſable caſe, if the words not any fo often 
repeated be equiyalent to, the word none; and 
therefore every appeal to reaſon is utterly preclu- 
ded. I conceived him to mean as follows, © that in 
© matters relating to the nature of God, man can 
c have no information from his reaſon; that it 
* will here ſtand him in no kind of ſtead; that all 
% propoſitions of this kind are, with reſpect to 
man's underſtanding, in themſelves equally, pro- 


„ bable and true *.“ 4 


If any man can tranſlate the Layman's words into 


other Engliſh, I own he underſtands his language 
better than I do. You, Sir, ſeem to have been a 
little ſuſpicious of the juſtneſs of your own remark, 
becauſe you very opportunely break off your quo- 
tation at the end of the firſt member of the ſen- 
tene before you come to his ſtrongeſt words, the 
very words from which I made my concluſion. If 


* Remarks page 3, 4. 
| this 


* 


{ 258 
this be the true, the only ſenſe of which his words 
are capable, I cannot help thinking it a very fair 
inference, that he has adopted a doctrine; which, 
if it be © admitted will throw the gates of our 


* Church wide open to receive tranſubſtantiation, 


se and all the abominations of idolatrous worſhip.” 


At page 12 of your Remarks, inſtead of my 
word reaſon you ſubſtitute “ the wiſdom of this 
& world,” which I can by no means admit to be 
an equivalent term. The terms are indeed fo 
far from being equiyalent, that, in my under- 
ſtanding, language affords not terms more directly 
contradictory, I ſuſpected from the firſt, that 
your idea of Chriſtian moderation might be different 
from mine, but this tranſmutation of my term into 
its direct contrary, if it were intentional; is, I 
think, not reconcileable even with Pagan honeſty. 
I will not howeyer impute to you. intentional miſ- 
repreſentation; if you really thought, that the 
Engliſh word reaſon is but another term for what 
the Apoſtle calls the wi/dom of this world, ignorance, 


not diſhoneſty, accounts for the confufion of the 


terms. | 

Having however, in whatever way palmed upon 
your reader your term“ the wiſdom of this world,“ 
inſtead of my term *© reaſon,” you repreſent me 
as ſaying, that this /ame wiſdom of the world is © in- 
| « fallible 


| ( 153 ) 

te it is once known, that the Supreme God is un- 
« derived and ſelf-exzſtent, holding all his attri- 
ic butes by the neceſſity of his nature, and not at 
« the pleaſure of any other; reaſon concludes with 
« intuitive certainty, that whoever is not underived 
« and ſelf:exiſtent, whoever receives his attributes 
« from, and holds them at the pleaſure of another, 
« is not Supreme God *. Dare you fay that 
Euclid has more infallibly demonſtrated the equality 
of the three angles of a rectilineal triangle to two 
right ones? 


Preſently after, you ſay, What a preſumptuous 
i queſtion muſt that be then, which you aſk in 
« your ninth page!” * Shall I renounce the clearer, 
and be guided by the darker evidence?” © Where 
e by the clearer evidence you mean reaſon, by the 
« darker, revelation, as is plain to any one who 
« reads the paſſage,” It is ſo; and, I think, it is 
equally plain to every human creature that ean read 
the paſſage, ſave and except only the Rev. Mr. 
Joſeph Fiſher of Drax, that there is no preſump- 


tion 1n it; 


The evidence of reaſon, in the caſe in queſtion, 
is ſupreme and infallible, which cannot poſſibly de- 
ceive. The evidence, on which we, in this age, 


* Remarks on Burgh, page 6. 8 
X admit 
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lible. 1 ate teſtimony of God, it depend 


= 
=— 
— 
g 
=> 
5 
> 


d no ſuch Propoſi- 


Or im I; 
Pied, from the firſt to the hf 


Ive, or demonſtrative, 
© things, ſuch as I have 


cha pter 
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chapter of revelation; and you aſk, (page 13) 
% Pray, Sir, what do you thank God tor?” Be- 
caufe you © imagine you have found him revealing 
“% himſelf according to your notion of things?” 
No, Sir, I thank God for revealing himſelf accord. 
ing to his own nature, and conſiſtently with thoſe 
truths, which he had infallibly taught me before; 
which if he had not done, I could have had no re- 
velation at all, nor ever have received information 
of thoſe other moſt important truths; which my 


reaſon was unable to diſcover: For God; who 18 1 


God of truth, cannot contradi& himſelf: 


Thus, Sir, you have laboured in vain to take 


from me my principles, tlioſe principles on which 


my whole argumentation is grounded, on which 
all true religion muſt be built, ſuch a religion as is 
alone fit for a God of truth to reveal, and man, 


endowed with reaſon; to admit. If you had made 


this attempt fairly, without changing or ſuppreſſing 
my words, and depravirig my ſenſe, I ſhould have 
thought you a weak, perhaps 2 bigotted man; and 
you will perhaps call it a breach of “ Chriſtian 
% moderation, when I tell you that you are not a 
cunning man, if you ſuppoſed that all this would 
paſs off without reproof. 


When "I for the beſt reaſon in the world, called 


the Layman a © thoughtleſs youth and a ſtripling,” 
X- 2 the 


„ 
the mouth of a party was opened againſt me; it 
was echoed in every ear, that “ ſcurrility and 
© abuſe” were the whole contents of a book, 
which, I am perſuaded, contains much ſerious ar- 
gument, which, I truſt, unprejudiced Chriſtians 
will not think unworthy of an attentive peruſal. 
But that cool and deliberate diſingenuity (for time 
and thought were neceſſary to diſmember my pe- 
riods, and detach from them ſo much as might ex- 
hibit me as a fool or a ſceptic) what name will you 
give it? Surely it is not unchriſtian, that I permit 
you to eſtimate your own criminality, and if you 
have any ingenuity remaining, you will ſee the 
difference between my conduct and your's, 


. Having done this juſtice to myſelf, and the canſe 
in which I am embarked, the cauſe of genuine 
Goſpel-Chriſtianity, in noticing the remainder of 
your remarks I ſhall be very brief, leaving the 
much greater part of them to be carried the way 
of all mortal writings, by their own internal prin- 
ciples of decay. This, as matters ſtand among us, 
you ought to accept as no ordinary favour. The 
Layman had not patience till Mr. Lindſey's 
« flimſey” book gradually ſubſided in its congenia? 
oblivion,” * but ſent forth his own ſtill-born 

performance 


* « As a ſectary then, I think he would be a dangerous man, 


« had he rot himſelf diminiſhed his importance, by becoming 
| « the 


C 8p} 
performance to kick it © more expeditiouſly from 
« exiſtence.” I will be more merciful to you, and 
if the pages uncriticiſed by me can live, let them 
live. 
Pages 


« the advocate of his own tenets; for as a writer, I conſider 
« him to be perfectly barmlaſi; yet ſtill from that charaQter, in 
« which 1 ſhall from henceforward addreſs him, I dread the 
« ſchiſmatick, and have therefore oppoſed myſelf to a book, 
« which had it not come from the ſelf-denying hand of this 
« Gentleman, might, for me, have gradually ſubſided in its 
« congenial oblivion. His conduct however might ſupport it 
« for a time; my effort therefore is more exped:tiouſly to diſ- 
« miſs it from exiſtence.” Layman, page 226. What a wiſe 
effort was this of our Layman, and for how important a pur- 
poſe exerted; to put himſelf in ſo violent a ſweat in order to 
« diſmiſs more expeditiouſly” from exiſtence a book, which was 
gradually ſubſiding in congenial oblivion, and which, even 
while it could hold its head above water, was perfectſy harmleſs. 
The danger was in the ſchiſmatick, not in his 4arm/e/7 book; 
if therefore he would have removed the danger, he onght to 
have ſtillettoed Mr. Lindſey, and left his book to have flounder- 
ed like a drowning puppy, as long as it could, in the flough of 
oblivion. But we muſt obſerve farther, that Mr. Lindſey 
ceaſed to be a dangerous ſectary by the publication of his book, 
yet ſtill be continued to be the object of dread to our Layman as 
a ſchiſmatic, i. e. as a ſectary. It would ſeem that the Layman 
both fears and not fears at the ſame time. 


At the page immediately preceding, we read, “a deadly 
i poiſon has been adminiſtered to the public, I have haſted to 
« prepare 


— 
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Pages 18 and 20, © Neither the text of John 
* XV11. 3, — that they might know thee the only 
** true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent, 
* nor the text of St. Paul, 1 Cor. viii. 5. — yet to 
e us there is but one God the Father, and one Lord 
& Jeſus Chrift, exclude the Son by name from being 
* (the one true) God.” Why? © Becauſe, in the 
e former it is not ſaid, and Jeſus Chriſt whom they 
Halt ſent, who is not the true God; and in the latter 
fe the words God and Lord are ſynonymous.” 


Really, Sir, you ſurprize me. Suppoſe one 
ſhould ſay the Rev. Mr. Joſeph Fiſher was the only 
author of his own Remarks in defence of the Lay- 


man's © Scriptural Confutation,” would not this 


be ſuflicient to ſecure the honour and the praiſe to 


yourſelf alone, without adding—and the Layman 
wrote them not? Again; if the words God and 


Lord in the latter text be ſynonymous, then it 
might as well have been thus expreſſed, 5 yet to 
* us there is but one God, the Father, and one God, 


prepare the antidote, and have not pauſed to ſugar over the 
ce brim of the veſſel in which 1 offer it to their lips.” What 
was this deadly poiſon? Turn the page, and you find it was 
an innocent panada, which a ſucking child might take with the 
greateſt ſafety; a book compoſed by a writer perfectiy harmleſs. 
If ther: fore the Layman was determined to force his emetic 
unneceſſarily upon the public, he ought, in all reaſon, to have 
pauſed till he had made it as palatable as he could. 


cc Jefus 
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& Jeſus Chriſt, who is not the Father, but the Far 
55 ther's Son.“ Strange interpretation! You will 
ſay, confute it. In very truth, Sir, I cannot con; 
fute it; © it preſents no mark to the enemy;“ it 
is ſafe in its own tenuity; ſhadow * was, and 
ever will be in vulnerable. 5 
« Irroat et fruſtra ferro diverberet anbraz.” 

Though I cannot confute it, I could cry ſhame;“ 
if you would not call it“ unchriſtian;“ or | could 
ſmile, if you would not call it “ levity.” I will 
for once, therefore, do neither, but leave it to the 
unprejudiced reader to do, as he ſhall find himſelf 
prompted hy the nonſenſe, | 


Pages 22, 23. Can it ſeem wonderful that 
te the divine wiſdom opened and unfolded itſelf in 
Jeſus of Nazareth — only as neceſlity called for 
* it?” Yes, Sir, it does ſeem wonderful, if the 
two natures of Jeſus Chriſt were but one perſon, 
that he knew not all things at all times. For the 
Supreme God is always the ſame, and knows not 
more at one time than at another. But © the Di- 
« vinity, you ſay, unveiled itſelf by degrees, and 
* conſequently in the time of his being here upon 
„earth, he might be ignorant of the day of judg- 
* ment, or not have it revealed to him as man." 
Do you mean that the Divinity, which being 
united with the manhood of Jeſus Chriſt made to- 
gether with it one perſon, was ſomething like Jeze- 
bel's 
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. bel's God, who was ſometimes 4/{cep, and ſome- 


times on à journey Whatever you mean, I muſt tell 
you, as I have already told the Layman, that the 
queſtion here is not about two natures, but about 
two perfons. If you ſay that Jeſus Chriſt had two 
perſons, you formally contradict the Athanafian 
Creed; if you fay he had but one perſon, you muſt 
then prove that one perſon did not know all, _ 
the ſame one perſon did know. 


You have not produced a ſingle text by way of 
proving, that the perſonal pronouns, J, thou, he, 
applied to Jeſus Chriſt, do not mean his whole 
perſon. I have the teſtimony of common ſenſe for 
giving them that meaning, and the concurrent te- 
ſtimony of the whole race of men, who have uſed 
them in that meaning, in their almoſt momentary 
intercourſe with each other, without a ſingle ex- 
ception from the beginning of the world to this 
day, if the caſe of our bleſſed Saviour be not an 
exception; and you have not a ſingle datum, from 
which you can take one ſtep towards proving that 
it is an exception, but the ſelf-created neceſſity 
which you feel, that, you muſt either take this 
point for granted, or your ſyſtem will be ruined, 
and, like a baſeleſs fabric, tumble upon the head 
of the builder. 


At 


man indicted of perjury for falſitying in his ev! 
dence in a court of human juſtice, and an 
« honeſt jury to convict him, notwithſtanding the 


falſifying in bis evidence, on ſo ridicvlous a plea? 
gence, died by chance · medley- in which the tongue 


At page 31 ot your Remarks, ou thus ac- 

eue .. in order to miſlead the unlearned, 

« you have recourſe to the original Greek, being 
1 


| ( 164 ) 
ei ſenſible tliat the Engliſh tranſtation is againſt 
ec you.“ ' | | 


Indeed, Sir, you are egregiouſly miſtaken, as 
thoſe generally are, who depute themſelves judges 
of other men's hearts. I had recourſe to the origi- 
nal Greek (where every Chriſtian who has-a com- 
petept underſtanding; of the language ovght to 
ſtudy revelation) from a ſincere deſite to under- 
ſtand, and as far 2s I was able, to expreſs the mind 
and will of God; which the Engliſh tranflation, 
as generally apprehended, I am certain by no 
means exhibits. This was my ſole motive, and 
God, who knows my heart, will impute to mie no 
other; and furely it is not your province, who are 
in utter ignorance of my intention, to judge me: 
You might have been contented to leave tne to his 
ſentence, who will acquit or condemn by the ever- 
laſting rules of truth and juſtice; 


The text in queſtion (viz. Rom: ix. 50) I have 
diſcuſſed moſt ſeriouſly and calmly ;- and earneſtly 
recommend an attentive peruſal of my Remarks 
to all ſerious and unprejudiced Chriſtians. Of the 
four reaſons given by me for the probability of a 
ſmall tranſpoſition, you have noticed but one, 
and this you have done in ſuch a way, that ſcholars 
will inform you, that your own remarks and quo- 


tations prove your ignorance of the point on which 
the 


plain, obs 
To tell you a truth 
be underſtood only 


P rogr eſs, both in 


former words to 
one are we to expect 


Sci ipture, and not from 


( 166 ) 


who, however well-intentioned ghey may be, can 
Judge only by a tranſlation, which was made by 
honeſt men indeed, and in their age, learned men; 
but who wanted all that very conſiderable portion 
of light, which the labours of our worthy prede- 
ceſſors, orthodox and unorthodox, have reflefted 


upon us. | | 


At the beginning of your Poſtſcript, you chari- 
tably inform me, that the word “ Trinity“ means 
Three,“ and the word“ Unity” means « One,” 
Really, Sir, I knew this before, and rather wonder 
that you ſhould think I did not, after reading my 
Remarks. I thank you however for your kind in- 
- tention, and ſhould have thanked you more, if you 
had directed me to any part of the whole Scrip- 
tures, where I could read, that © three are dne. 
This propoſition I cannot find for myſelf, and it 
ſeems hard to inſiſt on my receiving as Scripturo 
truth, what I cannot find, not even by implica · 
tion, in any part of Scripture, | 


One would have ſuppoſed, from what you have 
written, that you were a ſworn foe to a ſmile; 
nevertheleſs you ſeem to have been almoſt on 
the verge of a titter, when you played fo prettily 


ce then aſked what they thought the meaning was.“ Pre - 


face, page 5. | 
with 


. 


( By 1 


with my expreſſjon (page 35 of your Remarks) 

relating to Sir Iſaac Newton's letter to Le Clerc &. 

For this I am not in the leaſt angry with you, 

though I cannot think you have conformed exactiy 
to Horace's rule, Ridentem dicere verum quid vetat. 

The plain meaning of my expreſſion is, that Sir 

Iſaac Newton hath done all but give a demon/tration 

of the forgery, that is, has afforded every degree 

of evidence, of which a matter, not ſtrictly demon- 

ſtrable, is capable. 


At your 58th page, you again ſeem not to be 
quite ſerious, when you © beg of me to reſolve 
5 you this plain queſtion; By what means did the 
& Trinitarian doctrine ever enter the mind of any 
5 man to conceive?” I think I could anſwer this 
queſtion tolerably well, but perhaps you would 


If you could be prevailed with to read Sir Iſaac Newton's 
two letters to Le Clerc, you would probably ſee ſufficient 
reaſon, at leaſt to ſuſpect the authenticity of the word Oro, in 
St. Paul's text, 1 Tim. iii. 16. and abſolutely to reject the 7th 
verſe of John, Chap. v. Epiſtle 1ſt, See likewiſe Wetſtein, on 
the former text, in his Prolegomena about the Alexandrian MS: 
on the latter, ad Locum; where you will ſee every argument 
you have advanced in its defence fully conſidered, and fully con- 
futed. I take this opportunity to remark, that you might have 
done better, than chooſe for your motto two texts, of which 
the one is almoſt certainly corrupted; and neither can poſſibly 
have the meaning you force upon them, as has been an hundred 
times demonſtrated. 
a not 


ming 
me, 


hen you have told 
notion of wo 


Saints, and Im 


— 
r the dead: 
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« have done lately, by having them ſo freſh in 
* your memory, had you not before read, and 
thoroughly conſidered moſt other books of great · 
&« er importance.“ | | 


I-affure you, Sir, that to the beſt of my recol- 
lection, I have read neither of theſe delectable Hi- 
ſtories within the laſt five and forty years. But 
there are certain things which make a particular 
impreſſion on my memory; and if I ſhould live an 
hundred years to come, I do not believe I ſhall ever 
forget your extraordinary ſyllogiſm, page 53. 


„There is no Saviour beſides (the Supreme) God. 
fHoſea xiii. 4. 

« But Jefus Chriſt is Saviour. Titus iii. 6, 

46 nn Jeſus NO is (Supreme) God.” 


More goes to the audi of a ſyllogiſm, than 
barely knowing there is to be a major, a minor, and 
a conſequence. If the common term is not taken 
preci'ely in the ſame ſenſe in both propoſitions, the 
concluſion is good for nothing. Now, whereas 
you take the term Saviour in its higheſt ſenſe in 
your major propoſition, if I ſhould deny your miner, 
and ſay that Jeſus Chriſt is not a Saviour in the 
ſame higheſt ſenſe, I think I could demonſtrate the 
negative in a very few words, and that you could 
not prove the affirmative in a volume of twice the 

Z lize - 


( 178 ) 
ſize of Mr. Burgh's, and mine, and your own put 
together. Jeſus Chriſt is undoubtedly a Saviour; 
but he is a Saviour, @ horn of ſalvation; whom the 
Father raiſed up in the houſe of his ſervant David; 
Luke i. 69. and never acted but under the acknows 
ledged commiſſion of him, who raiſed hint up, and 
ſent him, | | | 


and my Father are one. From theſe words 
the Jews concluded, you ſay, (page 50) that they 
* {ſignified Jeſus to be (Supreme) God, and he 
did not offer one word to undeceive them.“ | 


It is true that the Jews maliciouſſy put that in- 
terpretation, not, as it ſhould ſeem, on theſe 
words, but upon his claiming to be the Son of 
God. I think however that you will retract your 
aſſertion, that Jeſus did not offer one word to 
“ undeceive them,” when you have read, what 
perhaps it was not convenient for you to read be- 
fore, the anſwer which he makes to this very 
harge. If he called them gods, unto whom the word 
of God came. — Say ye of him, whom the Father 
hath ſanctiſied and ſent into the world, thou blaſ 
pheme/t, becauſe I ſaid I am the Sen of God? John x. 
35, 36. I conceive our Saviour's meaning to be 
this, © If God himſelf gave the ſuperior title of gods 
&« to magiſtrates and rulers, who acted in his name, 


* ſurely there can be no blaſphemy, if I, who have 
in 


(i) 

i in 4 particular manner Veen ſandtified and ſent 
by the Father, aſſume to myſelf an inferior title; 
« aid call myſelf the Son of God. No man ever 
« accounted magiſtrates and rulers, though in the 
« Scripture ſtiled gods, to be each Supreme Godz 
« why therefore ſhould I be accuſed; with leſs rea- 
« ſon, of aſſuming Supreme Godhead to myſelf?*? 


« Could, he (Clemens Romanis) bave thus fors 
© mally diſtinguiſhed God and Chriſt, if he had be- 
« lieved Criſt to be God, in the higheſt ſenſe of 
ſwer (page 64,) “Tes, very well; as well as St. 
paul -could diſtinguiſh Ge and owr Fathers 
4 1 The; N- 11.“ 1 


1 chink 1 hall not riſk much, if 1 iy perempto- 
fly, that St: Paul has not formally, nor at all, in 
this text diſtinguiſhed Gad and our Father; and 
believe that even yourſelf will not ventiire to deny, 
that the true Engliſh of the Gretk words (Auros qu d 
@t05 xc Terry due) is our God and Father himſelf, 


who is formally diſtinguiſhed, by the words imme- 
diately following, from Jeſu Chrift aur Lord; and 
conſequently this very text is a direct proof that 
Jeſus Chriſt is not our Ged and Father, as you. 
Arm him ta be, that is, God © in the higheſt 
t: ſenſe of the word.” | 


2 At 


( 172 } 


At your'65th page we have this moſt ;extraordis' 
nary quotation from the ſame Clemens, Through 
our Lord . Jeſus Chriſt, to whom be glory and 
« < majeſty for ever n ever. Amen.“ x 


| [ 12 $2270 4! 1427 

Havidg's 2 ute 8 er the man and his 
communication, and not a little ſuſpecting ſome 
miſpriſion from your very ſlovenly and undeciſive 
quotation, I took up the book, reſdlying, if poſ- 
ſible, to find the place. The only, paſſage, in 
which I could find the very words you have. ſet 
down, is the concluſion of his aoth ſe&ionz and 
the whole, ſentence, literally. tranſlated from the 
Greek, will run thus; All. theſe things the | great 
Creator and Sovereign of the univerſe commandad ſo be 
in peace and concord, who conferreth all bleſſings, and 
pon: us ſuperaburidantly , wha: have ' fled fer ; refage 
to his mer cjov, through Feſus Chriſt our Lard, le 


* You call this doxalogy a cal Serptural one, y ele 
to St. Peter's, 2 Pet. ill. 18. Peter's ; words are, © Grow in 
grace and bn the knowledge of bur Lord and Saviow'Fiſui\Chriſt: 
It is not quite certain that this is Peter's true text: there is; 
1 think, not a httle probability that it ig not. Aſter the ond: 
Jeſus Chriſt, two manuſcripts and the t two Syriac . the 
former very ancient, add and of Cod the F ather. According i to 
this reading the glory js aſcribed. to God the Father, and not to 
Jeſus Chriſt, to whom, riot viſibly ptefent; no doxology 4: made, 
I believe; in any other part of the Nee, 
in Locum. 4% 23 do zin 


thon 


eſtimony | 
® as it is found in his 
ore you quote the ſecond, | 

Ove its an ici | 


Hic cæſtus pariter; 


1 am to bid you 


juſtice 


1 


* 


176 ) 
not open to freſh light and information. Without 
this indifference to every thing but truth; enquiry, 
however otherwiſe prudently conducted, will be 
vain. Love truth therefore, and love nothing elſe; 
and may the Spirit of Truth dwell richly in our 
hearts in all wiſdom, in the heart of you and me, 
and every other ſerious Chriſtian, and bring us all 
to the knowledge of all truth. 


Jan, with all bratherly affedtion, 


Ying 15 Oc, 


A2PPENDIIX. 


„ 
are earneſt to believe, a ſmall degree of evidence is 
ſufficient. 


. PE 3 


Eft cuique Deus ſua dira Cupido. 


A fmall,” or even, a great degree of prejudice 
however is ſometimes excuſable, becauſe not al- 
ways avoidable; but the Vindicator ſeems not to 
have been nicely ſcrupulous with regard to his 
authorities. What I have particularly in view, is 
the concluſion of Polycarp's prayer, as he exhibits it 
at his 94th page. For this he quotes the Epiſtle of 
the Church of Smyrna, and tells us in his note that 
no {mall part of this Epiſtle is recited by Euſebius. 
Eccleſ. Hiſt. I. 4. chap. 15.” If he appealed to 
Euſebius to authenticate the Epiſtle, he. ated very 
unwiſely. For Euſebius gives us this prayer in 
words totally different from the Doctor's tranſlation. 
I find indeed, by conſulting the. annotations on the 
paſſage in Euſebius, that there is a writing under 
the name of the Epiſtle of the Church of Smyrna? 
but ſome ſuſpicious circumſtances attended its in- 
troduction into the world in its preſent form. It 
had been, it ſeems, long loſt; a certain Pionius, 
who greatly venerated tho name of Polycarp, had 
ſearched for it diligently, but in vain. At laſt he 
had a revelation from Polycarp, where it might be 
found. He found it accordingly, but in a ruined 
condition, with evident marks upon it that it had 

| | been 


(tg ) 
been wrote di periſhable materials. He made # 
ſhift however to tranſcribe it, and this tranſcript is 
what we now have. Suppoſing therefore the Doc- 
tor to have tranſlated truly, he muſt bear to be 
informed, that the authority of this viſionary is 
good for nothing againſt the grave authority of 
Euſebius, who appears to have quoted from a very 
different record. If the authenticity of the Epiſtle 
can be vindicated, - his pen would have been better 
employed in ſuch vindication, than in caſting ati 
imputation of dotage on ſuch a man as Dr. Whitby, 
and expreſſing the moſt ſupercilious contempt of 
#ne -Ben Mordecai, with whoſe Jearned and pious 
labours he appears to be utterly unacquainted. 


Dr. Randolph ſays, the Martyr's prayer con- 
cluded thus, I praiſe and glorify thee, with the 
eternal and heavenly Jeſus Chrift thy beloved 
* Son, with whom to thee and the Holy Ghoſt, 
« be glory both now, and for evermore. Amen.” 
According to Euſebius, he uttered not a ſingle - 
word, that ſeems not to imply his belief of the abs - 
ſolute ſupremacy of the Father. Father, ſays he, 
&« of. Jeſus Chriſt, thy beloved and bleſſed Son, by 
* whom we have received the knowledge of "thee; 
thou God of Angels and Powers, and of the 
« whole Creation, and of all the race of juſt men 
c who. live before thee; I bleſs Thee that thou 
« thoughteſt me worthy of this day and hour, to be 
&« made 


( i86 ) 
4 made à partaker with the Martyrs of the cup of 
« Chriſt for the reſurrection to eternal life both of 
< foul and body, of the never-failing ſupport of tho 
Holy Spirit (2 agbapoiq UH Tg ay); among 
** whom may I be accepted in thy ſight as a rich 
and acceptable facrifice, according as thou the 
„true God, who canſt not deceive, before declar- 
« ed'ſt, and haſt fulfilled what thou pre-ordain- 
« ed'ft:. For this and for all things, I praiſe thee, 
& 7 bleſs thee, I glorify thee, through the everlaſting 
« High-Prieſt Jeſus Chriſt, thy beloved Son; 
through whom to. thee together with himſelf, 
« by the Holy Spirit, be glory now and for future 
« ages, Amen,” “ . 


The Doctor's whole book affords much matter 


for reprehenſion; but I muſt not enlarge, and fhall 
only offer a few remarks on his interpretation of 


our Saviour's expreſſion, John xvi. 23. In that 
« day ye ſhall aſk me nothing. The word i in the 
& original is 2par TH ers. The verb epwraw, though 
“ ſometimes it may fignify 10 petition, yet in its 
ce moſt common acceptation fignifies to mterrogate, 
4 or aſk a queſtion. And that it ſignifies ſo here 
« is plain from what went before.” Vindication, 


„ | 
The Doctor did wiſely in allowing this verb ſoſhe- 


times to lignify to petition, and if he had not allowed 
it, 


— 


him. 1 will not 


« to interrogate, or 


that this is not its whole 


would have 


to ſuppoſe, 


. 


if Jeſus 


AAaZ 


7 
gnification in 
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that verſe. 
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in the ſame light, as the Athanaſians of our times 
conſider him. But no ſuch matter: The remedy 
was moſt effectual, but of a different kind; they 


were to be no ſufferers by his removal, but they 


were to explain their wants to another perſon. 
The words of our bleſſed Saviour, immediately 
following, are deciſive. Perily, verily I ſay unte 
you, I give you the moſt ſolemn and poſitive aſ- 
ſurance, that, Whatſoever ye ſhall a by prayer 
of the Father in my Name, He will give it you. . Hi- 
therto ye have aſked nothing in my Name. Aſked of 
Whom? Of the Father certainly. 4/f—of whom 
again? indiſputably of the Father—aud ye ball re- 
ceive, that your joy may be full, that you may be 
convinced that it is goad for you that I go away. 
, that day ye Hall aſt (the Father) by prayer 
in my Name, and I ſay not that I will pray (ipwrnow) 
the Father for you: For the Father himſelf loveth you, 
berauſe ye have loved me, and have believed that [ 


| came out from God. 


Will the Doctor deny that every part of this 
context marks, in the plaineſt manner, the perſon 
to whom, and the manner in which, prayer is to 
be addreſſed, and that Jeſus Chriſt is not that per- 
ſon? If he do, I will not fay that he is verging 
towards dotage; let that be the privileged lan- 
guage of Dr. Randolph, when he talks of a ſupe- 
rior, : Whoſe arguments are too hard for his di- 

geſtion; 
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